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Current Topics. 
A New Proposal for Admission of Solicitors. 


A BILL has been introduced in the House of Commons which 
proposes to make fundamental changes in the admission of 
solicitors. Its sponsors are Captain Craig and Mr. CorskTTt, 
but we are not aware that any public body is responsible for the 
scheme which it contains, and since it makes frequent reference 
to “The Incorporated Law Society,” we gather that it was 
drafted some years ago, before the Law Society had taken its present 
title. The proposal is to abolish the final examination in certain 
cases, and in other cases to admit to that examination persons 
who have not passed the earlierexamination. The first proposal 
is made in favour of persons who have taken by examination 
the degree of bachelow of laws in any of the Universities of 





| Oxford, Cambridge, Durham, or London or in the Victoria 


University, and who produce satisfactory evidence of bond fide 
engagement as clerk, assistant, or pupil to a solicitor in actual 
practice for three years. The degree and the empleyment are to 
qualify him for admission as a solicitor without passing a final 
examination. Moreover, any person who has served as a clerk to 
a solicitor for twelve years, and has been during such service 
Lond fide employed in the transaction and performance, under the 


| direction and superintendence of the solicitor, of professional 
| matters of business, and who produces satisfactory evidence of 
| faithful and diligent service as such clerk, is to be entitled to 
| present himself for final examination, and, on passing, to apply 
| to be admitted as a solicitor. 
_ refusal by the Law Society to admit. 


An appeal is to lie against a 
It is hardly to be expected 
that the present control of the Law Society over admission will 
be interfered with in the manner proposed. 


The Divorce Commission. 


THE FIRST sittings of the Royal Commission on Divorce have 
revealed no slight divergency of opinion both as to the procedure 


' for divorce and the grounds on which divorce should be permitted. 
_A somewhat wide scope for the inquiry 


was suggested at the 
outset by Master MACDONELL, who, in the memorandum which 


| he submitted on the legal history of divorce, described the systems 


which have prevailed in civilized countries where only monogamy is 
recognized. These he ranged under six heads according to the 


19 
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varying modes in which either or both of divorce and separation 
are allowed, and according to the necessity or otherwise of civil 
or ecclesiastical sanction. It is hardly necessary, however, for 
practical purposes to consider marriage as a mere contract, to be 
dissolved, as it is entered into, by consent. It involves a 
change of status, and carries consequences so grave that, 
apart from any question of religion, the State cannot allow 
it to be dissolved, except under judicial sanction. The reference 
to the commission states as the subject for inquiry ‘the present 
state of the law and the administration thereof in divorce and 
matrimonial causes and applications for separation orders, 
especially with regard to the position of the poorer classes in 
relation thereto, and the subject of the publication of reports of 
such causes and applications.” As regards the administration of 
the law, the main question is whether the hearing of matrimonial 


the sixth suggestion made is ‘‘ Equality of the sexes as to grounds 
of divorce.” Section 6 of the New South Wales Act of 1899~ 
the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1899—is: “Any wife whose hus- 
band is at the time of the institution of the suit domiciled in New 
South Wales may present a petition to the court praying that 
her marriage may be dissolved on the ground that since the 
celebration thereof her husband has been guilty of adultery.” 
Probably one only of the suggested reforms has not yet found a 








place in any British statute—that which proposes as a ground of 
divorce ‘‘mutual consent, if such consent is long persevered 
4 ” ’ 5 

in. 


Levying Execution after Payment of Debt. 
THE CASE of Clissold v. Crutchley (1910, 1 K. B. 374) contains a 
useful exposition of the liability of solicitor and client for 





causes shall continue to be confined to London, or shall be extended 
to the provinces, either by conferring jurisdiction on the county 
courts or otherwise. Both the present judges of the Divorce | 
Division are opposed to this extension of jurisdiction. Sir JOHN | 
BIGHAM objects to the setting up of fifty-five standards of matri 
monial conduct instead of two ; and both he and Sir BARGRAVE | 
DEANE, while willing to cheapen the expenditure in certain 
cases and allow special facilities for taking evidence in the 
country, would keep the hearing of al! causes in London, save 
that the latter would establish local courts for the hearing of 
cases where the parties are extremely poor, a judge of the 
Divorce Division to visit them twice a year. In this way Sir 
BARGRAVE DEANE would give sufficient facility to the poor. Sir 
JOHN BIGHAM considers that the rich have an inevitable advan- 
tage in a court of law, but he would further assist poor suitors 
by having witnesses brought up to London at the public expense. 


Grounds of Divorce. 


BuT WHILE Sir JOHN BiGHAM and Sir BARGRAVE DEANE 
are agreed as to the desirability of keeping matrimonial causes 
within the control of the Divorce Division, they are by no means 
at one as to the grounds of divorce. Sir JoHN BiGHAM adheres 
to the theory, at the present time cmbodied in the law, that 
immorality is less serious in the man than in the woman, and he is 
consequently opposed to the proposal to introduce equality between 
the sexes in this respect. At the same time he would make an 
advance in the existing law and allow adultery in the husband, 
when “ absolutely inexcusable in its nature,” to be a ground of 
divorce, and would also recognize lunacy and imprisonment for 
long terms as such grounds under certain circumstances. He is 
also in favour of introducing a relaxation as regards the conduct of 
a petitioner, so that misconduct shal) not necessarily preclude the 
right to relief. Sir BARGRAVE DEANE, on the other hand, would 
abolish entirely the distinction made by the Divorce Acts 
between the sexes, and he considers that this course would make 
for morality. Both judges are averse to granting any great 
facilities for divorce, though, apparently, they consider that when 
interference is necessary it should be by divorce rather than 
separation, save that temporary orders for separation might be 
made with a view to enabling the parties to make up their 
differences. And as regards reconciliation, Sir JoHN BiGHAM 
favours the suggestion that the judge should, before making any 
order for dividing the parties, use his influence to adjust matters 
between them. ‘“ The fact,” he said, ‘‘ that it was successful in only 
a few cases would justify the existence of the machinery.” Out 
of these and many other differing views it may be hard to arrive 
at any certain result, but as regards the publication of reports of 
divorce proceedings there is more unanimity. Sir Joun BiGHAM 
would suppress the details which make the reports objectionable, 
though he would not suppress them altogether. Sir BARGRAVE 
DEANE would confine them toa simple announcement of the 
case and allegation and of the result. 


Other Suggestions as to Divorce Law. 
OTHER SUGGESTIONS for reform in the law of divorce were 
made by Sir JoHN MAcDONELL. In estimating the value and 


practicability of these suggestions, it must be borne in mind that 
the majority of the reforms suggested now exist on the statute 
For instance, 


books of one or more of the oversea dominions. 








improperly levying execution. The procedure on a writ of 
execution is explained in Chitty’s Practice, which directs the 
judgment creditor, after obtaining the writ, to take it to the 
sheriff or deputy sheriffs office, with instructions to give a 
warrant for its execution to the officer, if any, who it is intended 
shall execute it. But accidents often occur in the execution of 
writs. A mistake is sometimes made in counting the number 
of days which entitle the creditor to sign judgment by default. 
The consequence of this mistake is that a writ of execution is 
sued out when the writ could not properly be taken out, so that 
the writ is irregular and void ab initio, and if execution is levied 
under it, the person who sued out the writ becomes a trespasser. 
This liability is quite in conformity with the strict rules of the 
common law. ‘The creditor has sued out a writ without justifica- 
tion or legal excuse, and is guilty of a trespass, and malice is not 
an ingredient in tke action. But what is the law in a case like 
Clissold v. Crutchley, where a solicitor, who had an office in London 
with a branch office in the country, sued out in London a writ 
of fi. fa. upon a judgment recovered by his client against the 
plaintiff and indorsed the writ with a direction to the sheriff to 
levy the amount of the debt? The debt had in fact been 
paid at the solicitor’s country office on the same day, and 
shortly before the writ of fi. fa. was sued out, though neither 
the solicitor nor his client knew of the payment of the 
debt. Execution having been levied on the plaintiff’s goods, the 
solicitor was then informed that the debt had been paid and he 
withdrew the execution. In an action against the solicitor and 
his client to recover damages for improperly levying execution, 
it was found that neither the client nor the solicitor who sued 
out the writ acted maliciously. The court held that the defend- 
ants were not liable in trespass nor, in the absence of malice, 
were they liable in an action on the case. This decision, which 
is supported by the authorities, is founded upon a distinction 
which is’not readily perceived. What, it may be asked, is the 
distinction between issuing a writ of execution at a time when 
no writ could properly be taken out, and directing the sheriff to 
seize goods for a judgment debt which has been paid? The 
answer appears to be that, after the writ has been regularly sued 
out the presumption is in favour of the creditor, and his omission 
to countermand execution after the debt has been paid is a mere 
act of nonfeasance which can only become a cause of action where 
malice is proved. The records of the court are, in fact, incon- 
sistent with a right of action on the part of the debtor. An 
application to have them amended by entering satisfaction of the 
judgment is an application to the discretion of the court, which 
would be regulated by its opinion of the conduct of the litigant 
parties. 


Ambiguities in the Specifications of Patents. 


IN THE TRIAL of a patent action a great deal of time is gener- 
ally consumed in ascertaining what, in the opinion of the 
court, is the true construction of the Specification of the Patent ; 
and sometimes on appeal the Court of Appeal takes a different 
view of the construction to that taken by the court of first 
instance. The difficulty in ascertaining the true construction 
generally arises from the language of the Specification being more 
or less ambiguous. Ambiguity in a Specification may be either 
unintentional or intentional. In a recent case in the House of 
Lords the Lord Chancellor, speaking of the Specification, said (27 
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R. P. C. 46), ‘‘ The document is framed with great subtlety, being 
partly narrative, partly claim, so woven together that it is not 
easy to determine how much of that which is contained in the 
narrative ought to be read into the claim. I have no doubt that 
this was designed in order that the claim might be expanded or 
contracted, as occasion might require, in the interest of the 
Patentee.” And in the same case Lord HALsgury said, that if the 
Patentee “ designedly makes it ”—the Specification——“‘ ambiguous, 
in my judgment the Patent would undoubtedly be bad on that 
ground ; but even if negligently or unskilfully he fails to make 
distinct what his invention is, I am of opinion that the condition 
is not fulfilled, and the consequence would be that the Patent 
would be bad.” The condition referred to is that imposed by 
section 2 (2) of the Act of 1907, which provides that-—“A 
complete Specification must particularly describe and ascertain 
the nature of the invention and the manner in which the same 
isto be performed.” Another warning against lodging ambiguous 
Specifications was given by the Lord Chancellor in a more recent 
case in the House of Lords. He said (27 R. P. C. 112), “I think 
it is my duty to state explicitly that those who file and secure 
Specifications must take the risk of having the whole thing 
declared void for ambiguity, I have had occasion to observe 
that there is a tendency to frame Specifications and claims so as 
to puzzle a student, and to frighten men of business into taking 
out a licence for fear that their interpretration may be held 
erroneous, and they be found guilty of infringement. That is 
an abuse of the law, and will be checked, if occasion should 
require, by the simple process of declaring the Patent 
invalid.” As Specifications which are open to the charge of 
ambiguity are so objectionable, it is most desirable—mainly, of 
course, in the interest: of the public—that such Specifications 
should not be accepted by the Patent Office. There has not 
been, in our opinion, enough done in this direction in the past. 
It has been the practice of the Office to interfere as little as 
possible with the language used by a Patentee in the description 
of his invention and in his claims, and it has also been the 
practice of the Office not to order amendments which amount 
toa recasting or rewriting of a Specification. We are glad to 
notice that in a recent case (Francis’ Patent, 27 R.P.C. 86) 
the new Comptroller-General has expressed himself as follows : 
“In my opinion the obligation of search placed upon the Patent 
Office in 1905 has imposed a new duty upon the Comptroller, in 
the interests of the public, of seeing that the Specifications as they 
leave the office are clear and accurate in fact, and, as far as poss- 


ible, free from doubt and ambiguity. This duty must carry with | 


it, in my view, corresponding powers, and gives the Comptroller 
a discretion to require at any stage, when the case comes before 
him, any amendment which he considers necessary to prevent 
ambiguity, and make the description of the invention fair and 
definite, and the claims clear and succinct, within the meaning of 
Rule 14.” We think that the Comptroller is right in his view of 
his powers, and we hope that he will make free use of them, so 
that Specifications in the future will be more simple and intellig- 
ible than they have been in the past. 


The Meaning of ‘‘Covenant.” 


IT wAs said by FARWELL, J. (as he then was), in Boyce v. 
Edbrooke (1903, 1 Ch, at p. 842) that “covenans” in an Act of 
Parliament ‘‘ means a legal covenant which can be sued upon at 
law, and not some right which might or might not arise from 
equitable considerations,” and he proceeded to quote Best, C.J., 
in Neale v. Turton (4 Bing., at p. 151) as saying: “ There is no 
principle by which a man can be at the same time plaintiff and 
defendant.” A man cannot contract with himself any more than 
he can (apart from section 21 of Lord St. Leonard’s Act, and sec- 
tion 50 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881) convey property to him- 
self. The practice, however, of making the same person a party 
to an instrument in two different capacities does, not infrequently, 
lead to this result—that this person is found to be entering into 
a contract with himself, and so must, in the event of any attempt 
being made to enforce the contract, be both plaintiff and defend- 
ant, and this cannot be. Not only is the contract unenforceable, 
but there is no contract so far as the personin questionisconcerned. 
The usual meaning of “ covenant ” is that which FARWELL, J., said 








was its meaning when mentioned in an Act of Parliament, and 
this meaning is illustrated in a recent case before WARRINGTON, 
J.—Ellis v. Kerr (1910, W. N. 52). By a marriage settlement 
a policy of assurance was assigned to trustees, and there were 
covenants with the trustees to keep the policy on foot and pay 
the premiums. Two of the covenantors were also two of the 
trustees. These two persons thus found themselves in the 
position of being both covenantors and covenantees. By and by 
it became necessary to enforce the covenant, and one of the 
trustees (not a covenantor) brought an action against the 
covenantors (including the two covenanting trustees) for that 
purpose. These two covenanting trustees raised the point of law 
that the covenant was void as regarded them, and on this 
ground the action was dismissed. WARRINGTON, J., held that the 
objection taken “was not a question of form, but of substance. 
A covenant by a man with himself and another created no 
obligation which could be enforced at law or in equity.” It 
was, however, suggested that there might be some “action 
which might be brought against these two defendants founded 
on an obligation arising otherwise than on the covenant.” Lord 
ELDON once, when Chief Justice of the Common Pleas, suggested 
that where an action on a promissory note failed, by reason of one 
of the parties to the note being in the position of having contracted 
with himself, the promissory note might possibly have been 
“enforced as an equitable agreement,” but for a difficulty as to 
the stamp: see Mainwaring v. Newman (2 B. & P., at p. 125). 
It is not easy to see what “ obligation ” or “ equitable agreement ” 
could, in these cases respectively, have been brought into play. 


Liability of Parent for Wilful Damage by Child. 
OUR ATTENTION has been called to the report in the news- 
papers of a case in which a girl aged seventeen was charged 
with wilfully breaking panes of glass in the windows of a church, 
and in which the magistrates are said to have ordered the girl’s 
father to pay the damages and costs. Lord ELDON, in his old age, 
related a story of how, when a boy at school, he had robbed 
an orchard, and that the justices had fined his father for the 
offence. He could not but think that this was strange law. The 


| Code Napoleon, by section 1384, enacts that a father, and (after 


the death of the hushand) the mother, are responsible for the 
damage caused by their children under age who live with 
them, but there is no corresponding rule in the English common 
law. The decision of the justices may, however, be explained 
by the Youthful Offenders Act, 1901, which, by section 2 (1) 
enacts that where a child or young person is charged with 
any offence for the commission of which a fine, damages or 
costs may be imposed upon him by a court of summary jurisdic- 
tion, and there is reason ‘to believe that his parent or guardian 
has conduced to the commission of the alleged offence by wilful 
default or by habitually neglecting to exercise due care of him, 
the court may, on information, issue a summons against the 
parent or guardian of the child or young person charging him 
with so contributing to the offence, and (4), when, after hearing 
the case, any fine, damages or costs are imposed upon the child 
or young person, and the court is satisfied that his parent or 
guardian has condnced to the commission of the offence by wilful 
default or by habitually neglecting to exercise due care of 
him, the court may order that the fine, damages, or costs shall 
be paid by the parent or guardian instead of by the child or 
young person. The difficulty in the way of this explanation is 
that no default on the part of the parent was shewn, and further 
that a “young person,” as interpreted by section 11 of the Act, 
means a person who, in the opinion of the court before whom he 
is brought, is of the age of twelve and under the age of sixteen 
years. 


Misconduct of Jury in Criminal Proceedings. 

FRENCH JURIES are not always willing to accept the direc- 
tions of the presiding judge. An innkeeper at Chambon (Puy 
de Déme) was recently put on his trial at the Assize Court of 
tions on a charge of arson. After a large number of witnesses 
had been examined, the official prosecutor announced that the 
proof was insufficient and that the charge was withdrawn, 
Much to the astonishment of those present, the jury found that 
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the prisoner had committed the offence of which he was accused. 
It remained only for the judge to proceed in the manner pre- 
scribed by clause 352 of the Code of Criminal Instruction. An 
order was made declaring that the jury, though they had acted 
according to the formalities of legal procedure, had mistaken the 
law, and directing that the case should be tried at another 
sitting of the court and before a different jury. The judge at a 
criminal trial is prohibited, by a law passed in the year 1881, 
from summing up the evidence to the jury, and it may 
well be that the error of the jury was due to the 
absence of that guidance which is given to juries in an 
inglish court. The presiding judge in English criminal trials 
would in a similar case direct the jury to find a verdict for the 
defendant, inasmuch as it is the duty of the judge to give such 
a direction when all tie evidence for the prosecution has been 
given, and it is wholly insufficient to prove the particular offence 
charged. An English court would not, however, in the case of 
a perverse verdict, send the case to be tried before another jury, 
but would postpone judgment and reserve the question for the 
Court of Criminal Appeal, who would in the ordinary course have 
no difficulty in quashing the conviction. 


The American Duty on the Import of Animals. 


A CURIOUS question has arisen under the Revenue Acts of the 
United States relating to the duties upon articles imported from 
foreign countries. In paragraph 500 of what is called * The 
Payne law” provision is made for the entry into the United 
States free of duty of articles which are returned to that 
country after export without having been advanced in value or 
improved in condition. This provision contains an exception in the 
following words, “not including animals,” and no sufficient 
explanation has been given of the object with which this excep- 
tion was inserted. The question has, however, arisen whether 
the manager of an American circus who takes his show beyond 
the boundaries of American territory is liable on his return to 
pay the heavy import duties imposed by the Act. The American 
courts have adopted the rule which prevails in England, that 
where the language of an Act is explicit, there is great danger 
in departing from the words used to give effect to the law 
which may be supposed to have been designed by the Legisla- 
ture. When the language of the Act is not clear and is of 
doubtful construction, a court may well look at every part of 
the statute—at its title and the mischief intended to be remedied 
in carrying it into effect. But it is not for the court to say, 
when the language of the statute is clear, that it shall be so 
construed as to exclude cases because no good reason can be 
assigned for including them within its provisions. An applica- 
tion to the Secretary of the Treasury for a special dispensation 
from tho operation of the enactment is the only remedy which has 
hitherto been suggested. 


The New Inns of Court Regulations. 


THE CHIEF features in the new Regulations of the Inns of Court 
which have recently been issued, and which are to come into force 
on the Ist of October next, appear to be the abolition of the 
Preliminary examination and the relaxation of the existing 
practice as to certificates of character. After the Ist of October 
the Preliminary examination will be discontinued, and the candi- 
date for admission as a student of an Inn of Court must have 
passed one of the examinations specified in the schedule to the 
Regulations, which range from examinations for University 
degrees down to the University Senior Local and School Certifi 
cate examinations. Tower is reserved to dispense with this 
requirement, but with so many examinations of the necessary 
qualifying standard it has doubtless become unnecessary to keep 
up a special examination for admission to studentship. As 
regards certificates of character, candidates are to be relieved of 
the necessity of obtaining these from barristers, and in future, if 
the candidate or his family reside permanently in the United 
Kingdon, it will be sufficient to produce certificates from two 
responsible persons resident in the United Kingdom. Special 
provision is made in the case of candidates not permanently 
residing in the United Kingdom. : 


Agreements as to Costs. 


Tue Court of Appeal (as reported elsewhere) have upheld the 
decision of the Divisional Court in Gundry v. Sainsbury (1910, 
1 K. B. 33), and it is thus settled that a solicitor who enters into a 
verbal agreement with his client not to charge him with costs of 
litigation is bound by this whichever way the litigation goes, and 
if the client is successful no costs can be recovered from the 
other side. But this result has been arrived at on a general princi- 
ple affecting the client’s right to recover costs, and not, as in the 
Divisional Court, upon the provisions of the Solicitors Act, 1870. 

The general principle which has been applied is that costs are 
only given as between party and party by way of indemnity, a 
principle which was enunciated iu Harold vy. Smith (5 H. & N. 
381). Costs, it was said there by BRAMWELL, B., as between 
party and party, are given by the law as an indemnity to the 
person entitled to them ; they are not imposed as a punishment 
on the party who pays them, nor given as a bonus to the party 
who receives them. Therefore, if the extent of the damnification 
can be found out, the extent to which costs ought to be 
allowed is also ascertained. In that case an action had been 
commenced to recover £130 said to be due under a _ building 
contract. The defendant at first denied the indebtedness 
altogether, and the plaintiff prepared his brief and gave 
notice of trial. Then the defendant obtained leave to 
amend, paid £79 into court, and restricted his defence 
to the residue. The plaintiff took out the £79, but 
proceeded to trial for the balance, and was non-suited. On 
taxation he claimed to be allowed the costs of the brief and other 
general costs, on the ground that they had been rigbtly incurred 
in respect of the £79 before payment into court, and had he 
accepted that sum this, of course, would have been right. “I 
quite agree,” said BRAMWELL, B., “that if the plaintiff, upon this 
money being paid into court, had said, ‘I take it in satisfaction 
of my whole claim and go no further,’ he ought to have got all 
the ecsts, except such as relate exclusively to the claim beyond 
the £79.” 

But this was not his position. He was claiming the further 
sum of £51, and persisted in the claim ; and the recovery of the 
further sum required the same proof as if the £79 had not been 
paid. Consequently, the whole costs were, in the result, incident 
to the claim on which the plaintiff went to trial and on which 
he failed, and the court held that the principle of indemnity 
prevented him from recovering any of the costs, including the 
costs of the brief, which were necessary for the claim for £51. 
Although in fact incurred in respect of the £79 as well as the 
£51, yet they would have been equally incurred had the £79 
been paid into court at first. The case presented a neat problem 
in cause and effect, which Baron BRAMWELL solved as follows: 
‘Upon no theory of causation would it be right to say that, 
although the effect would have been the same without the 
supposed cause, the supposed cause is the cause of that effect.” 
This sentence, which was not uttered on the spur of the moment, 
but in a considered judgment, should please the curious in such 
matters. But it will be safer not to attempt to unravel it, and 
to remember that, however cause and effect may work out in a 
particular case, party and party costs are given only by way of 
indemnity. 

Before, however, this principle can be applied so as to 
deprive the successful party’s solicitor of his costs, the effect of 
the statutory restrictions on agreements as to costs must be con- 
sidered. Under section 4 of the Solicitors Act, 1870, a solicitor 
may make an agreement in writing with his client respecting 
the amount and manner of payment of his costs, subject to the 
proviso that, as to costs in an action, the agreement must be 
examined and allowed by a taxing officer. The natural result 
of such a provision would seem to be that either party—solicitor 
or client--who wishes to depart from the recognized mode of 
remuneration must set up an agreement in writing to that effect ; 
but by a somewhat strained mode of construction it was decided 
by the Court of Appeal in Clare vy. Joseph (1906, 2 K. B. 369) 
that this is not the meaning, and that, while the solicitor must pro- 
duce a written agreement to entitle him to special remuneration, 
the client can avoid his normal liability by means of an oral 
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agreement. This, it was said, he could do before the statute, and 
the statute was an enabling one in favour of the solicitor, not a 
disabling one against the client. “The Act of 1870,” said Lord 
ALVERSTONE, C.J., “‘was intended to place beyond all question 
the right of a solicitor to make these bargains subject to the 
control of the Act; and iis language is not sufficient to enable 
us to say that a verbal contract by a solicitor . . . cannot 
be enforced by the client.” 

In the present case of Gundry v. Sainsbury (supra) the plain- 
tiff was a labourer who was suing in the county court to recover 
damages for a dog bite. In the course of his cross-examination 
at the trial he stated that he could not pay costs, and that he 
had arranged with his solicitor not to pay the costs of the 
action. ‘The correctness of this was not disputed by the solicitor 
at the time, and judgment was reserved. On the day appointed 
for delivery of judgment an application was made on behalf 
of the plaintiff that the solicitor might be allowed to give 
evidence as to the terms on which he had agreed to act, but the 
evidence was not admitted. Judgment was given for the 
plaintiff for £15, and, upon the footing of the verba] agreement 
as stated by the plaintiff, this could not carry costs against the 
defendant. The plaintiff was not lisble to pay any costs to his 
solicitor, and consequently he did not require to receive any 
from the defendant for his indemnity. For him, when he had 
received the £15 there was a happy ending of the litigation. 
And this is the effect of the decision of the Court of Appeal. 
The court considered—perhaps too readily—that the nature of 
the verbal agreement was conclusively stated by the plaintiff, 
and that the county court judge wes justified in refusing to 
admit the further evidence. Seeing that the matter was merely 
collateral to the issue before the county court at the trial, and 
that as regards a verbal agreement both parties are entitled to 
be heard, it would apparently have been reasonable to receive 
the evidence at any time while the case was under the control 
of the court. However, assuming the agreement to have been 
as stated, the plaintiff was effectually debarred from receiving 
costs which he was not himself liable to pay. “If,” said the 
Master of the Rolls, “in the face of the evidence which the 
county court judge accepted, the defendant was ordered to pay 
costs, those costs would be given as a bonus to the party who 
received them; and this would be inconsistent with the 
principle of indemnity.” 

The principle of indemnity was not, however, relied on either 
in the county covrt or the Divisional Court, and by both those 
tribunals the same result was rested on the proviso at the end of 
section 5 of the Solicitors Act, 1870. This section enacts that 
“such an agreement ”—that is, the special agreement referred to 
in section 4—shall not affect the costs recoverable from the client 
by any other person, or payable to the client by any other person ; 
with the proviso that the client who has entered into ‘such 
agreement” shall not be entitled to recover from another party 
more than the amount payable by the client to his own solicitor 
under the same. Apparently this section is confined to the agree- 
ments which are authorized by section 4—that is, agreements in 
writing ; and a verbal agreement would on this construction be 
within neither the enacting part of section 5 nor the proviso. 
Both the county court judge and the Divisional Court took a 
different view, and held that “such an agreement” in section 5 
included any special agreement as to costs—in writing, if set up 
by the solicitor ; verbal, if set up by the client ; and hence in the 
present case the proviso expressly precluded the plaintiff from 
recovering costs which, under his verbal agreement, he was not 
bound to pay to his solicitor. But this can hardly be the true 
construction of section 5. That applies only to the agreements 
sanctioned by section 4—that is, agreements in writing. Clare 
v. Joseph established the validity of verbal agreements set up by 
clients, not because they were within section 4, but because they 
were good quite apart from the section. This being so, section 
5 does not touch them. The Court of Appeal found it, how- 
ever, unnecessary to decide this point, and apparently it cannot 
again arise. If an agreement to charge no costs is verbal, and so 
outside sections 4 and 5, the principle of indemnity prevents the 
client, if successful, from obtaining costs from the defendant, and 
so deprives the solicitor of the fund which would ordinarily pro- 


vide his costs. We take it the result would be different if the 
solicitor only agreed to forego costs in the event of failure ; so 
that the practical effect of the decision is to call attention to the 
necessity of establishing at the trial the exact nature of the 
agreement made, if any question as to a special agreement for 
costs arises. An agreement “no cure, no pay” is not hit. 








‘“Deathbed Gifts” to Charitable 
Uses. 


ALTHOUGH it is nearly twenty years since the Mortmain and 
Charitable Uses Act, 1891, was enacted, by which so many 
“deathbed gifts” of land, and money to be invested in land, to 
charity were for the future made possible, the wide scope and 
fundamental nature of the change in the law effected by the 
Act have not received all the attention they deserve at the hands 
of text-writers, other than those dealing specially with the law 
of charity and mortmain. The expression “deathbed gifts” in 
this connection was used by Lord Hopnouse in Mayor of 
Yanterbury v. Wyburn (1895, A. C. 89), andthe judgment of the 
Judicial Committee in that case has, from several points of view, 
an important bearing on the subject of charitable bequests of 
money to be laid out in land. 

The Mortmain and Charitable Uses Act, 1891, came into 
operation on the 5th of August, 1891, and applies only (section 
9) “ to the will of a testator dying after the passing of ” the Act. 
Like the Act of 1888, it does not extend to Scotland or Ireland. 
The gist of the changes effected by the Act is contained in 
sections 5 and 7. By section 5, “land may be assured by will 
to or for the benefit of any charitable use, but” must be sold 
within a year from the testator’s death, subject to certain excep- 
tions and extensions of time. By section 7, “any personal 
estate by will directed to be laid out in the purchase of land to 
or for the benefit of any charitable uses shall, except as 
hereinafter provided, be held to or for the benefit of the 
charitable uses as though there had been no such direction to 
lay it out in the purchase of land.” Under the Act of 1888, 
and previous Mortmain Acts, such devises and bequests would 
ordinarily have been completely ineffective and void. 

Prior to the Act of 1891 one difficult question which arose, 
with respect to bequests of money to be laid out in the purchase 
of land for charity, was whether the Mortmain Acts applied to 
the wills of testators whose domicil was not English at the time 
of their death. The question is dealt with in two very recent 
editions of text-books on the Conflict of Laws—Dicey’s Conflict of 
Laws (2nd ed., 1908) and Piggott’s Foreign Judgments (3rd ed., 
1908). In neither of these standard treatises does any reference 
appear to be made to the Mortmain and Charitable Uses Act, 
1891, or the far-reaching effect the Act has had on the practical 
importance of the question of domicil, seeing that resorf need not 
in many instances be had now to a foreign or oversea domicil in 
order to uphold the validity of such a charitable bequest. In 
Mr. Dicey’s book, at pp. 668, 669, the twofold aspect of the 
Mortmain Acts—as checking the placing of English land in 
mortmain, and limiting the freedom of deathbed gifts—is referred 
to, and a doubt is expressed as to a will of a testator domiciled 
oversea being governed wholly by the /ex domicilii, where a bequest 
is made for the purchase of land in England for charity. In Sir 
Francis Piccortt’s book (Part II., pp. 410-412), the introduction 
of the question of domicil is said to be unnecessary. By neither 
writer is the Act of 1891 mentioned, but by each the case of 
Mayor of Canterbury v. Wyburn (supra) is cited and considered, 
This case was decided in 1894, actually some three years after 
the passing of the Act of 1891, and is, as already stated, important 
from several points of view. 

In the first place, although not reported until 1895, Mayor of 
Canterbury v. Wyburn contains no mention of the Mortmain and 
Charitable Uses Act, 1891, but turned entirely on the provisions 
of the Act of 1888. The reason of this is that the testator whose 
will was the subject of litigation died on the 13th of June, 1891, 
less than eight weeks before the Act of 1891 came into operation, 
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The fact of the bequest so nearly falling within the operation of 
the Act of 1891, and the litigation continuing for some years, 
makes it the more necessary to bear this in mind. 

The testator in Mayor of Canterbury v. Wyburn was both 
domiciled and resident in Victoria, now a State of the Australian 
Commonwealth. He bequeathed a sum of money to the Cor- 
poration of Canterbury (in England) to be laid out in the pur- 
chase of land at Canterbury to be held for charitable uses. The 





Victorian court held this bequest invalid, on the ground that it | 


was to be treated as though it had been a direct devise of land in 
England. The Judicial Committee reversed this decision, and 
held that the will itself and the bequest of the money to the Cor- 
poration of Canterbury must be taken to be governed by the law 


of Victoria and so far valid, and that the law of England relating | 
to charitable uses would only begin to have any application when | 


the purchase of the land was made: ‘the assurance of that land 


must be made in accordance with the provisions of the Act [of | 


Anybody may give money for such a purpose in the per- 
mitted mode.” There was, therefore, no difficulty in the purpose 
of the testator being carried out by his executors. Here the 
situation was saved by the will being construed according to the 
law of Victoria, the English Acts relating to Mortmain and 
Charitable Uses being held not to be in forcein Australia. Had 
the testator been domiciled in England, so as to cause his will 
to be governed by the local law of England, of course the bequest 
would have been void, although since the Act of 1891 the bequest 
would have been valid for practical purposes, the money being 
held uninvested in Jand. 

The great difficulty about Mayor of Canterbury v. Wyburn 
is to discover on what ground exactly the application of Victorian 
law was held to be proper. Notwithstanding the diminished im- 
portance of being able to claim a foreign domicil since the Act 
of 1891, cases may yet occur where the question is of some 
practical moment. It does not clearly appear whether the 
Judicial Committee really decided that Victorian law applied 
solely because the testator had a Victorian domicil, or whether 
his permanent residence was an essential feature in the case. 
Would the decision have been the same 1f the testator had been 
residing in England at the time of his death, and his will had 
been proved in England? The case of Mayor of Canterbury v. 
Wyburn seems to be treated in the text-books simply asa decision 
upon “domicil.”” But domicil is not mentioned by Lord Hos- 
HOUSE as the ground of his judgment, and it is consistent with 
the whole of the judgment that the law of Victoria should 
be taken as being the law applicable because it applied to the 
testator and his will ‘territorially.” 

The importance of knowing whether the Judicial Committee’s 
judgment really covers the case of a testator dying in England, 
and, by a will valid according to the /er domicilii, bequeathing 
money for investment in English land for charity, may be 
tested by supposing the case of a will being validly executed 
according to French, but not English, law. 

Pending further judicial decision on this point, it cannot be 
said to be by any means certain that a will, valid only by foreign 
law, and proved in England, would be held to have effectually 
bequeathed money directed to be laid out in the purchase of land 
jn England for charitable purposes. 
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Reviews. 
Books of the Week. 


The Workmen’s Compensation Acts, 1906 and 1909, and the 
County Court Rules Relating Thereto, with Notes. Second Edition. 
By F. L. Firmincer, Barrister-at-Law. Price 6s. net. Stevens 
& Sons (Limited), 

The Law of Husband and Wife within the Jurisdiction of the 
King’s Bench and Chancery Divisions. By Montacue Lusn., K.C. 
Third Edition. By Watrer Hussey GRIFFITH, Barrister-at-Law 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 








The twenty-sixth conference of the International Law Association will 
be held in London from the 2nd of August to the 6th of August, under 
the presidency of Lord Justice Kennedy. 











Correspondence. 


The Mutual Credit Clause in the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—An interesting point in connection with section 38 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, commonly known as the Mutual Credit 
Clause, has been decided by the Court of Appeal in the case of R, 
A Debtor, Ex parte The Peak Hill Goldfield (Limited) (1909, 1 K. B, 

130). 

The facts are shortly these : On the 14th of July, 1908, the above- 
named company presented a petition in bankruptcy against th: 
debtor in respect of a judgment they obtained against him for 
£1,452 18s. 1ld. The debtor acquired Debenture Stock of the said 
company of thé nominal value of £1,460, and on the 21st of October, 
1908, he became the registered owner thereof. On this date the 
Debenture Stock was undoubtedly due and payable, but on the 
31st of October, 1908, the holders of the Debenture Stock passed a 
resolution—and this resolution the Court of Appeal held to be 
legal—postponing the payment until the Ist of July, 1910, and thus 
raising the question whether this postponed payment got rid of the 
debtor’s defence of “ set off.’ On the 2nd of November, 1908, a 
judgment creditor for £3,500 obtained an order fora receiver by 
way of equitable execution of the debtor’s interest in the said £1,460 
Debenture Stock, which, although it would not make the judgment 
debtor a secured creditor in the event of a receiving order being 
made, had the effect of an injunction preventing the debtor from 
receiving the d ‘bt. 

At the hearing of the petition on the 11th of November, 1908, the 
registrar held that as were mutual credits between the company 
aa the debtor under section 38 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883 ; and, 
acting under section 7, sub-section 3, in his discretion declined to 
make a receiving order, and dis missed the petition with costs. On 
appeal, the Court of Appeal reversed this decision, holding that an 
essential change was effected by the order for receiver, and that 
there could not be any mutual credits between the company and the 
debtor, as it was the receiver alone who could receive the — when 
payable ; and, further, that moneys which under a bankruptcy became 
payable to the trustee by the petitioning creditors because they were 
payable to the debtor come primd facie within the Mutual Credit 
Clause, but not if they are moneys which upon wi ey tt y become 
payable to the trustee in his right as trustee and not by virtue of 
their being payable to the debtor. 

This decision seems to involve points which require some considera 
tion. In the first place, it is important to inquire what was the 
interest of the debtor in the debentures at the date of the order for 
a receiver? It was surely an interest which was subject to the 
equitable right of the Peak Hill Co. to demand payment of their 
judgment debt, which formed part of the assets covered by the 
debentures, before paying the debtor any moneys coming to him by 
reason of such debentures: //uggons v. Tweed (10 Ch. Div. 359), 
Re Goy & Co. (Limited) (1900, 2 Ch. 149). It follows, therefore, that 
the debtor’s interest was nz/, and as the debentures were not issued 
free from equities, the receiver could not get a better title than the 
debtor had, and in bankruptcy his trustee would be in the same 
position. Of course, in an action it would be no defence to set up 
debentures not due toa liquidated claim owing to a company by a 
debenture-holder, but in bankruptcy it can be done by virtue of 
section 38 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, known as “the Mutual 
Credit Clause.” 

The Master of the Rolls points out that it was not necessary for 
him to consider whether, apart from the equitable execution, he 
would have been prepared to differ from the registrar, but it seemed 
to him that an essential change was effected by that order. Thence 
forth there were not mutual credits between the petitioning creditors 
and the debtor, because it was the receiver, on behalf of the judg 
ment cre ditors, who alone could receive the debt when payable. It 
is difficult to see how the order for equitable execution could possibly 
affect the equitable right of the company to take credit for the 
amount of their judgment against the debtor before handing over to 
the receiver any part of the debenture debt, and if so the receiver 
never had anything to receive. Lord Justice Farwell evidently 
recognizes this right of the company, for in his judgment he points 
out that the creditor who has insisted that there is no rij ght of set off, 
or the like, and has obtained an adjudication of bankruptcy on this 
footing, cannot be heard to claim such a right in such bankruptcy. 
But the question is, can the petitioning creditors elect to abandon 
their right of set off and obtain an adjudication ? It must be 
remembered that bankruptcy entirely alters a man’s status, and it 
may be, as it was in this case, against the wish and to the prejudic e 
of the creditors (except the Peak Hill Co. and the before 
mentioned judgment creditor) that the debtor should be made bank- 
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rupt. Suppose the estate realised sufficient to pay a substantial 
dividend to the creditors, but the company’s debentures were of no 
market value, then the Peak Hill Cc. would receive payment in 
respect of their judgment against the debtor and pay nothing to 
the estate for their debenture debt—a state of affairs extremely 
unfair to the general body of creditors and also to the debtor, if he 
was iu a position to pay 20s. in the £ to his creditors and get the 
proceedings annulled. The Court of Appeal refused the debtor leave 
to appeal to the House of Lords, and it seems a pity they did so. 


ake 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


WESTMINSTER CITY COUNCIL ». RECTOR AND CHURCHWARDENS 
OF ST, GEORGE, HANOVER SQUARE. 9th and 28th Feb. 


BuRIAL-GROUND—METROPOLIS—LAND PURCHASED WITH ECCLESIASTICAL 
FunpS—VESTED IN RecTOR AND CHURCHWARDENS—BUILDINGS ERECTED 
on UNCONSECRATED PoRTION or LAND—ReENv From LEASES—RIGHT TO 
ADMINISTER INCoME DreRIVED FROM LEAses—Buriat Act, 1857 (20 & 
21 Vict. c. 81), s. 24—Lonpon Government Act, 1899 (62 & 63 Vict. 
c. 14), ss. 4, 23. 

Upon an unconsecrated portion of land which was acquired under a 
private Act (3 Geo. 3, c. l.), and vested by that statute in the Vestry 
of St. George, Hanover-square, certain buildings were erected. The 
majority of the Court of Appeal held that the rents of these buildings 








16th Feb. 


HEWITT v. OWNERS OF SHIP ‘‘DUCHESS,”’ No. 2. 
MASTER AND SERVANT—WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION—ACCIDENT ARISING 
OUT OF AND IN THE CouRSE OF EMPLOYMENT—CAPTAIN OF SHIP—QUAY 
—AREA OF Dutres—WoRKMEN’s CompPENSATION Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7; 

c. 58), s. 1 (1). 

Whe rea captain of a ship went on shore, and on his way hack to his 
ship was drowned by falling off the quay, the evidence being equally 
consistent with his having gone on the ship's business and for his own 
puryp se &, 

Held, that though he might have had to go on the quay for the 
purposes of his duties, that did not make the quay nec ssarily a part of 
the area of his duties, and consequently that the applicant, his widow, 
had not discharge d the burden put upon her of proving that the accident 
arose out of and in the course of his employment. 

This was an appeal from an award of the county court judge sitting 
at Flint as an arbitrator under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906. 
The applicant was the widow of Thomas Hewitt, who was the captain of 
The Duchess. The steamer left Liverpool on the 28th of December, 
1908, for Penmaenmawr, to load stone. Owing to the weather she could 
not load, and went to Bangor Roads, where she lay to for the night. She 
went to Penmaenmawr the next morning, again failed to load owing to 
the weather, and again returned to Bangor Roads. On the night of the 


|} 29th of December the captain went on shore, and went to the Union 


must be applied for the benefit of the inhabitants of the parish, as the | 


plaintiff council, the statutory successors to the vestry, should direct. 


Held, on appeal to their lordships’ House, that the property was | 


church property, and therefore the power to direct the application of 
the rents remained with the rector and churchwardens, as it was a power 


relating to the affairs of the church within section 23 of the London | 
Grovernment Act, 1899, and did not pass under section 4 of that Act to | 


be administered by the City Council as the successors of the vestry. 


Judgment of the Court of Appeal (reported 53 Soticrrors’ JouRNAL, | . 5 ‘ 
| judgment : 


357; 1909, 1 Ch. 562) reversed. 


Appeal by the rector and churchwardens from an order of the 
majority of the Court of Appeal (Cozens-Hardy, M.R., and Moulton, 
L.J., Buckley, L.J., dissenting), which affirmed a decision of Warring- 
ton, J. The action was brought by the Westminster Corporation against 
the present appellants, claiming that they, as the successors of the late 
Vestry of the Parish of St. George, Hanover-square, in the ownership 
of what are described in the printed cases of the parties as Hyde Park- 
place premises, near the site of old Tyburn, not far from the Marble 
Arch, the site of a now disused cemetery. 
that the property was under an Act, 3 Geo. 3, c. 1., church property, 
as it was not vested in trustees within the Burial Act, 1857, s. 24, under 
any local Act, or otherwise for the purposes of a cemetery or burial 
ground. In 1854 the burial-ground acquired in 1757 was closed by Order 
in Council pursuant to the Burial Act, 1852, and a burial board was 
constituted for the parish, a new burial-ground being obtained at 
Hanwell. In 1865 the original leases, granted ninety-nine years pre- 
viously, of that portion of the land acquired in 1757 which had not been 
consecrated or used for interment, fell in, and subsequent leases were 
granted, which at the present time represent about £2,000. The 
plaintiffs claimed as against the defendants, the rector and church- 
wardens, the right to administer the income of the property in question 
for the benefit of the parish by virtue of the London Government Act, 
1899, which by section 4 abolished vestries in the County of London, 
and transferred their powers and property to the borough councils, but 
by section 23 excepted their powers relating to the affairs of the church 
and their interest in any church property. Various questions were 
raised by the action, but the only one on this appeal was whether the 
income derived from the rents ought to be applied for the benefit of 
the inhabitants of the parish under the direction of the plaintiffs, or 
whether the houses in question were held upon some trust of an 
ecclesiastical nature, the exact character and details of which would 
have to be settled by a scheme. The appeal having been fully argued, 

Lord LoreBurn, C., in the course of his judgment said in his opinion 
the property in question was church property. That being so, the right 
to administer the income for the benefit of the parish remained with 
the rector and churchwardens, and did not pass under section 4 of the 
Act of 1899 to the plaintiffs. That decision, though interlocutory, dis- 
posed of the present appeal. No doubt a scheme would be formulated 
to which the Attorney-General would have to be a party, and then the 
other questions raised in the action would be dealt with. In the Court 
of Appeal the costs of the unsuccessful appellants, the rector and 
churchwardens, were directed to be paid out of the rents. Their 
lordships did not interfere with that order, but the costs of the 
appellants in this House were to be paid by the respondents. 

Lords MACNAGHTEN, ATKINSON, CoLLINs, and SHAW or DUNFERMLINE 
concurred. Appeal allowed.—Counset, Danckwerts, K.C., Cave, K.C., 
and F. H. L. Errington, for the appellants; Upjohn, K.C., J. Brook 
Little, and W. H. Gover, for the respondents. Soricrrors, Capron & 
Co.; Allen & Son. 

(Reported by Ersxine Reip, Barrister-at-Law.] 


The appellants contended | 





Hotel, about 100 yards from the pier. On his return, after being on the 
pier for an hour, he fell into the water while hailing his boat, and was 
drowned before the boat could reach him. The county court judge 
thought that the applicant had not proved affirmatively that the deceased 
went to the hotel for purposes connected with his duties as captain of 
The Duchess. He was, however, of opinion that, as it was admitted 
that part of the captain’s duties took him to the pier, and although there 
might have been a deviation in going from the pier to the hotel, he had 
been on the pier an hour, the case was governed by the decision in Low 
v. General Steam Fishery Co. (1909, A. C. 523), and accordingly he 
made an award in favour of the applicant. The employers appealed. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and FLercner Mouton 
Bucktey, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that the county court judge had said in his 
‘‘In my opinion, upon the evidence, his going to the Union 
Hotel is equally consistent with his going there in the course of his 
employment and for his own pleasure. I am inclined to the former 
view ; but the applicant, if the matter rested there, could hardly be said 
to have discharged the burden of proof which is cast upon her of proving 
affirmatively that the deceased went to the hotel for purposes connected 
with his duties as captain of The Duchess.”’ It had been held by the 
Court of Appeal, and upheld by the House of Lords, not merely that the 
burden of proof was in such a case, as in every case, on the applicant, 
but also that the case was not established by proving a state of facts 
which was equally consistent one way as the other, and which was of no 
assistance in enabling a particular inference either way to be drawn. 
The county court judge had treated the case as if it were governed by 
the case of Low v. General Steam Fishery Co. (supra). That 
entirely different from the present one. The duty of the 
that case was to watch over trawlers at their moorings ; it 
going from the quay to the trawlers and from one trawler to another 
and back to the quay, and for many purposes it could be performed a 
efficiently on the quay as anywhere else, and the judgments of the 
learned lords in that case proceeded on the footing that in the case of 
that particular man the quay was the scene and area of his duties and 
operations precisely in the same way as the ship was the scene of the 
steward’s duties in Robertson v. Allan Brothers (98 L. T. 821). In that 
case the Court of Appeal held that where a man, who had gone out 
probably for his own pleasure, had got back to his ship, although by an 
improper way, the crucial point was the getting back to the ship and 
the deviation was at an end. That case had no bearing on the present 
one. No doubt a captain might for the purposes of his duties have to 
go on the quay, but that did not make the quay a part of the area of his 
duties any more than the fact that he might have to send off a telegram 
for the purposes of his duties would make the High-street of the town. 
That being so, the decisions in J/acdonald v. Owners of » Banana 
(1908, 2 K. B. 926) and Moore v. Manchester Liners (1909, 1 K. B. 
417) bound the court to say that the conclusion of the county court 
judge that when the man had got back to the quay it must be taken 
that he had got back to the ship, was wrong at law, and his award must 
be set aside. 

FLETCHER MovuLton and BUCKLEY, ae * delivered judgments to the 
same effect.—CounseL, Atkin, K.C.. and Stewart Brown; PB. Gething. 
Soticrrors, Botterell d: Roche, for J. Roland L. Muspratt, Chester and 
Flint ; Zughes & Hughes, Flint and Connahs Quay. 

[Reported by J. I. Srintine, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re EDWARDS (Deceased). LLOYD ». BOYES. 
23rd Feb. 
W1iutt—ConstTruction—NAME AND Arms CLausE—PRoOVISION FORFEITING 
THE Estate—‘‘ Reruse oR NEGLECT ’’—APPLICABILITY TO AN INFANT. 


A will contained a proviso in a name and arms clause forfeiting the 
estate should the person entitled ** neglect oO? refuse ” to hear or apply 


Warrington, J. 
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for a licence to beat a certain surname ahd atms within a specified 
time after he became so entitled. 
Held, following Re Partridge, Partridge v. Partridge (1894, 1 Ch. 


351), that this proviso of forfeiture did not ap yy to an infant. 


This adjourned summons raised a number of questions on the con- 
struction of a complicated will, the terms of which, after being settled 
by counsel, were varied by the testator with a view to rendering 
them clearer. The only question of general interest arose on a name 
and arms clause. For the purpose of the decision of this question it 
was assumed that the estate, by reason of a previous forfeiture, had 
vested in an infant, one of the defendants as tenant in tail in pes- 
session, and the question to be determined was whether the infant 
had forfeited the estate by neglecting to take and use the surname 
and arms of Edwards, whi h he had not in fact taken or used. The 
clause in question ran: ‘‘ Provided and I hereby direct and appoint 
that every person who shall become entitled under this my will to 
the said hereditaments hereinbefore appointed as tenant for life or 
tenant in tail in possession who shall not then bear the surname and 
arms of Edwards shall within six calendar months after he or she 
shall have become so entitled in possession assume the surname and 
arms of Edwards, and shall apply for and endeavour to obtain a royal 
licence or other proper authority for that purpose; and I hereby further 
direct and appoint that in case any such person shall refuse or neglect 
within the said six calendar months to take, use, and bear such 
surname and arms or to take such steps as aforesaid, or shall at any 
time afterwards discontinue to use and bear such surname and arms, 
then, and in every such case, immediately after the expiration of 
the said six calendar months or immediately after such discontinuance 
as aforesaid, as the case may be, if the person who or whose husband 
shall so for the time being so refuse, neglect or discontinue as afore- 
said, shall be (either by himself or herself or together with her 
husband) tenant for life the limitation hereinafter contained to the 
use of such person or his or her assigns during his or her life shall 
absolutely determine.’ More than six months having elapsed since 
the infant became entitled to the estate, and the condition (which was 
not a condition precedent but a condition subsequent to the vesting 
ef the estate) not having been complied with, the question for deter. 
mination was whether the forfeiture clause applied to an infant. 
Could the infant be said to have refused or neglected to fulfil the 
condition ? 

WaRRINGTON, J., in the course of his judgment, said that it was quite 
sufficient for the decision of the present case to examine the decision 
ot North, J., in Partridge v. Partridge, and to see whether the grounds 
of that decision applied to such a case as the present. It was necessary 
to examine the grounds of that decision, because the decision itself 
did not in terms apply to a proviso for forfeiture in a name and 
arms clause, but to a like proviso in a clause relating to residence. 
The actual decision in that case was that inasmuch as an infant 
cannot choose his own place of residence he cannot be said to neglect 
or refuse in the matter. There was a forfeiture provision in a name 
and arms clause in that case, but it was not decided whether the con- 
clusion reached with regard to residence would have applied to 
the name and arms clause. When the principle of the judgment was 
examined it would be found to apply as much to the latter as to the 
former. The material part of the judgment began on p. 358. [His 
lordship read the passage from the words ‘‘I now come to consider 
the final clause’’’ down to the words ‘“‘ taken away,’’ and added that 
so far with, the mere change of the necessary words the language of 
the learned judge applied exactly to this case. He then finished the 
passage down to the words ‘“‘ any other.’’] That last passage, in his 
lordship’s opinion, applied to conditions annexed to the estate, that 
is to conditions precedent and not to conditions subsequent forfeiting 
the estate. The Irish case there referred to did not apply to the 
present case. What iio was the true construction and effect of the 
present clause? Suppcse the infant had become entitled as tenant 
in tail in possession a few days after his birth, could it be said 
that an infant of that age had refused or negelcted to fulfil the 
condition? Refusal or neglect, his lordship said, involves the idea 
of some exercise of discretion, some exercise of will on his own 
part. It was beside the mark to say that his guardian might have 
done the act for him. It was the person who should himself refuse 
or neglect who was to forfeit. If an infant of such tender vears as 
just referred to could not be said to have refused or neglected it was 
impossible to draw the line at any particular period of his infancy. 
If you once arrive at the conclusion that any infant cannot be said 
to neglect or refuse the same result must follow, winehouse the age of 
the infant—on the true construction of this clause the expression 
‘“‘refuse or neglect ’’ involved an exercise of will by the infant. In 


law the infant had no power to do that which involved an exercise of | 


discretion or of will in legal matters, and when the testator referred 
to refusal or neglect he must be taken to have been referring to 
persons who could refuse and neglect, and not to have been intending 
to include an infant in the clas His lordship therefore held that the 
infant, on the assumption that he had once become entitled to the 
estate, had not forfeited it by reason of his not having taken, borne. 
or used the name and arms of Edwards within the time limited.- 
CounstL, for the plaintiff, Sargant ; for the defendants, Henry Terrell, 
K.C., and Whinney; Rowden, K.C., and Sheldon; Galbraith: Cave. 
K.C., and J. 8S. Green; Byrne; G. Hildyard Dighton Pollock. 
Soxicirors, Chester, Broome, & Griffiths: Bartlett & Large; Arthur 


Tyler; Rawle, Johnstone, d& Co 
y 
[Reported by Percy T. Carpgs, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Re PLUMPIRE. UNDERHILL v. PLUMPIRE. Eve, J. 24th Feb. 
SETTLEMENT—COVENANT TO SETTLE AFTER-ACQUIRED PROPERTY—GurT By 

HussBanp To Wire—ULtimaTeE TRUST FOR Next-or-Kin—Dvty OF 

TRUSTEES TO ENForceE COVENANT IN Favour OF VOLUNTEERS. 

A covenant by a wife to settle after-acquired property includes p 
perty given to her by her husband during coverture. 

Re Ellis’s Settlement (1909, 1 Ch. 618) followed. 

The trustees of the settlement are not bound to enforce such 
covenant in ‘favour of volunteers. 


te D’Angibau (15 Ch: D. 228) applied. 


This was a summons asking whether, according to the true constru 
tion of a marriage settlement of the 7th of October, 1878, the sum of 


£1,125 Grand Trunk Railway of Canada £4 per cent. debenture stock 
W rt h was standing invested in the name of Mrs. Plumptre at ” — 

her death, and which during their coverture was purchased by the 
sade out of his own moneys in her name, was bound by the" trust 
in the settlement of other and after-acquired property of the wife. 
The summons also asked that, having regard to the fact that there 
was no issue of the marriage and that the persons who would become 
entitled on the death of her husband were volunteers, the trustees ought 
to take any steps to enforce the transfer of the stock. The settlement 
contained the usual trusts to be found in a marriage settlement, with 
an ultimate trust in favour of the next of kin of the wife. The settle 
ment also contained the following clause: ‘‘ And it is hereby declared 
and agreed that all real and personal property, if any, not hereinbefore 
settled, to which she the said Alice Plumptre at the time of the 
intended marriage (except the sum of £500 specifically bequeathed to 
her by the will of her father), or to which she or her husband in her 
right at any time during the intended coverture shall be or become 
entitled either in possession, reversion, or otherwise, except jewels, 
trinkets, ornaments, plate, linen, china, furniture, pictures, prints, 
books, and other articles of the like nature, and also any legacy or 
other property acquired at one and the same time, not exceeding in 
amount or value the sum of £200 (which, as well as the said sum of 
£500, it is hereby declared shall belong to the said Alice Plumptre 
for her sole and separate use) shall, as soon as circumstances will admit, 
and at the cost of the trust estate, be assigned and transferred by the 
said Reginald Plumptre and Alice Plumptre respectively, and by all 
other necessary and proper parties unto, or be otherwise vested in the 
trustees for the time being.”’ Mrs. Plumptre died on the 2nd of 
February, 1909, intestate and without issue, and at the date of her death 
there was standing in her sole name the sum of £1,125 Grand Trunk 
Railway of Canale 4 per cent. debenture stock, which represented a 
sift made to Mrs. Plumptre by her husband. The short point raised 
i the summons was whether a gift by a husband to his wife was 
caught by a covenant to settle after-acquired property. 

Eve, J.—The question arises whether the gift is caught by the 
covenant. I agree that, if one regards the whole object of the settle 
ment to be the protection of the wife’s property from the husband, 
seems somewhat anomalous to extend its operation to such a gift; but 
it must not be overlooked that, although the settlement may be 
primarily for the protection of the wife against the husband, it is also 
intended to protect the wife against herself, and as far as possible to 
preserve intact the capital of her fortune for her issue. I cannot there- 
fore accede to the suggestion that the intention to include gifts by 
husband to wife in an after-acquired property clause is so repugnant 
to the motive underlying the execution of the settlement as necessarily 
to lead to its rejection, and unless this view can prevail the question 
becomes ene of construction only. So regarding it, I do not see how 
it is possible to hold that the covenant does not cover the gift, and 
I adopt the conclusion of Swinfen Eady, J., in Re Lllis’s Settlement 
(1909, 1 Ch. 618), and the reasoning by which he reached it. It would 
serve no good purpose for me to follow him through the earlier cases, 
of which the nearest to the present case is the Irish decision of Kingan 
v. Matier (1905, 1 Ir. R. 272), but I think they are all distinguishable 
from this case, and accordingly I answer the first question in the 
affirmative. The second question is whether the trustees are bound to 
take any steps to enforce the transfer of the stock to them. Mr. 
Clayton, on behalf of the next-of-kin, contends that they are not 
necessarily volunteers, and that the trustees ought to enforce the 
covenant by action at law—that is to say, by an action to recover as 
damages for breach of the covenant a sum equal to the value of the 
preperty which would have been vested in them had the covenant been 
complied with. I will deal with the latter contention first. Could 
such an action at law be successfully maintained to-day? I do not 
think it could. The covenant is an executory covenant, of which 
there was a clear breach in 1884, and although it is a continuing 
breach in the sense that it still exists, the cause of action arose in 
that year. In these circumstances I think the case of Spickernell v. 
Hotham (Kay 669) is an authority for saying that no action could now 
be brought by the trustees to recover damages against the husband, 
and that the statute could be successfully pleaded as a bar to such a 
remedy. To the like effect is Stone v. Stone (L. R. 5 Ch. 74). The 
result, therefore, is that the next-of-kin, if they are entitled to any 
relief, must resort to this court to obtain it. Now what is their 
position here? They are not, in my opinion, cestuis que trustent 
under the settlement, for nothing therein amounts to a declaration of 
trust or to anything more than an executory contract on the part of 
the husband and wife. It is, so far as the next of kin are concerned, 
what Cotton, L.J., calls a voluntary contract to create a trust as dis 


tinguished from a complete voluntary trust such as existed in the case 
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of Pletcher v. Fletcher (4 Ha. 67). The collaterals are no parties to 
the contract, they are not within the marriage consideration, and can- 
not be considered otherwise than as volunteers, and in these respects 


it makes no difference that the covenant sought to be enforced is the | 


husband’s, and that the property sought to be brought within it comes 
from the wife. For each of the foregoing propositions authority is 
to be found in the judgment of the Court of Appeal in Re D’ Angibau 
(15 Ch. D. 228), and in the same judgment is to be found this further 
statement that where, as in this case, the husband has acquired a legal 
title as administrator of his wife to property which was subject to the 
contract to settle, volunteers are not entitled to enforce against that 
legal title the contract to create a trust contained in the settlement. I 
think that judgment really disposes of the second question, and I there- 
fore answer it by saying that the trustees are not bound to take any 
steps to enforce the covenant.—CounseL, P?. O. Lawrence, K.C., and 
Sheldon; Clayton, K.C., and L. 7. Ford; Church. Soxicrrors, Lovell, 
Son, ad Pitfield Py Mead ad Co. 

[Reported by S. E. Wittrams, Barrister-at-Law.] 





. >. +] 
High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
MANSEL-LEWIS ». REES AND OTHERS. Div. Court. 
2ith Feb. 

EsTopPEL—PURCHASE OF LAND—REPRESENTATION BY SELLER THAT NO 
TiTHES—SvuBSEQUENT DISCOVERY THAT SELLER Is Lay IMPROPRIATOR 
or TITHEs. 


1., when selling B. land, represented that there were no rectorial 
tithes, and the purchase price of the lend was agreed on that basis. 
Subsequently A. discovered that he was the lay impropriator of the 
tithes. On A. taking proceedings against B. to obtain these tithes, B. 


raised the defence of estoppel. 
Held, that the defence was qood. 


Appeal from Llandilo County Court. For many years before 1904 
the defendant was the tenant of the plaintiff. During these years the 
defendant paid to the plaintiff £7 a year vicarial tithes. No lay 
tithes were paid. In 1904 the defendant purchased from the plaintiff 
the land of which he had been tenant. At the time of 
the purchase the plaintiff's agent represented to the defendant 
that there were no other tithes on the land than the afore- 
said £7 vicarial tithes. And on that basis the purchase 
price was agreed—thirty years’ purchase. The conveyance made no 
mention of any tithes. Some years later the plaintiff changed his agent, 
who discovered that the plaintiff was impropriator of tithe on this 
land. This tithe had never been merged. The plaintiff then took 
proceedings for the recovery of these tithes in the county court. The 
defendant raised the defence of estoppel. The county court judge held 
that this defence was not good. The defendant appealed. 


PHILLIMORE, J.—I think that this appeal must be allowed. The 
plaintiff sought to have a receiver appointed of the defendant’s land 
on the ground that he, the plaintiff, was the lay impropriator of these 
tithes, and that the defendant had not paid them. The defendant 
appeared, and pleaded, inter alia, that the plaintiff could not allege 
that there were any rectorial tithes arising out of the defendant’s land, 
because he had represented to him by his agent, when the defendant 
bought the land, that there were no such rectorial tithes, and the 
defendant acted on such belief, and gave the plaintiff more money than 
he otherwise would have done. The plaintiff made this representation 
to the defendant, acting by his agent, and he did, in fact, consider 
at that time, as, indeed, the defendant considered, that the land was 
free of rectorial tithes. The county court judge refused to give effect 
to this plea of estoppel, and the question for us is whether he should 
not have allowed it. It may be assumed—it must not be taken that 
we so decide—but it may here be assumed that the defendant in this 
case could get no compensation if he had brought an action against 
the plaintiff for the innocent representation made to him as to these 
tithes. This, then, is the case. The plaintiff says : ‘‘1 am selling you 
landed property, and it' becomes important for you to know whether 
any payment is to be made upon the land other than appears,’’ and 
the defendant says: ‘‘Is there anything to be paid out of the pro- 
perty?’’ and the seller says: ‘‘ No,”’ and the defendant then buys it 
on this understanding. Afterwards the seller finds out that there are 
some other tithes, in respect of which he then seeks certain rights. He 
cannot do thisy it makes no difference that in the eye of the law all 
land is subject to tithe except crown and certain other lands. Both 
parties knew this. The plaintiff did not covenant that there were no 
tithes, so no action lies for breach of covenant. It would be another 
matter if another person had been the possessor of the rectorial tithes, 
but as the seller of the land was the lay impropriator of the tithes the 
appeal must be allowed. 

Bucknu, J., gave judgment to the same effect. Appeal allowed.— 
CounseL, for the appellants, Meager; for the respondent, Vrrington 
and Ivor Bowen. Soxricrtrors, Horace Davies d& Co., for T. H. Powell, 
Liandilo; C. FP. Mansel-Lewis. 


Solicitors’ Cases. 


GUNDRY v. SAINSBURY. C.A. No. 2. 25th Feb. 


| SoLicrrorn AND CLIENT—VERBAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN PLAINTIFF AND HIS 
SOLICITOR THAT PLAINTIFF SHALL Pay no Costs—Ricur or SUCCESSFUL 
PLaintirr TO Costs FRomM DreFENDANT—ATTORNEYS’ AND SOLICITORS’ 
REMUNERATION Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 28), ss. 4. 5. 


A client who has made a verbal arrangement with his solicitor not to 
| pay the latter any costs of an action which the solicitor is conducting on 
his behalf, although successful in the action, cannot recover any costs 
from the other side, both by reason of the common law doctrine that 
costs are a mere indemnity, and cannot be given as a bonus to the party 
who receives them, and by reason of the provisions of section 5 of the 
Attorneys’ and Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1870. 


Appeal from a decision of Darling and Bucknill, JJ. (reported ante, 
p. 53), who had dismissed an appeal by the plaintiff from a decision of 
the county court judge sitting at Wandsworth. An action was brought by 
the plaintiff, a labourer, to recover damages for injuries sustained by him 
in consequence of being bitten by some dogs belonging to the defendant. 
The case was heard before a jury on the 9th of November last, and the 
plaintiff recovered a verdict for £15. During the hearing of the case 
questions were put to the plaintiff in cross-examination as to his means, 
and in answer thereto he said he could not afford to pay the costs of 
the action, and that he had arranged with his solicitor not to pay any 
costs. At the conclusion of the trial it was submitted that the plaintiff 
was not entitled to recover any costs by reason of the provisions of 
sections 4 and 5 of the Attorneys’ and Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 
1870. Section 4 of that Act provides that an attorney or solicitor may 
make an agreement in writing with his client respaeting the amount 
and manner of payment for the whole or any part of any past or future 
services, fees, charges, or disbursements, in respect of business done or 
to be done by such attorney or solicitor. . Section 5, after saving 
the interests of third persons, provides that the client who has entered 
into such agreement shall not be entitled to recover from any other 
person under any order for the payment of any costs which are the 
subject of such agreement more than the amount payable by the client 
to his own attorney or solicitor under the same. . . . The county 
court judge adjourned the matter until the 15th of February, when the 
matter was argued before him. It was contended for the plaintiff that 
the proviso to section 5 of the Act of 1870 only applied to agreements 
in writing, and that the agreement between the solicitor and the plaintiff 
in the present case being a verbal one, the section had no application, 
and the plaintiff was entitled to the costs of the action. The cases of 
Jennings v. Johnson (L. R. 8 C. P. 425) and Clare v. Joseph (1907, 
2 K. B. 369) were referred to in the course of the argument. The judge 
reserved his decision on the point until the 26th of April, 1909. Upon 
that occasion the plaintiff's counsel asked leave to put in evidence the 
retainer which he stated had been given to the solicitor by the plaintiff, 
and desired that the former might be allowed to go into the box to give 
evidence. This was objected to on behalf of the defendant, and the 
judge then gave judgment, holding, upon the authority of Jennings v. 
Johnson (supra) and Clare v. Joseph (supra), that it was unnecessary 
that the agreement between the solicitor and the plaintiff should be in 
writing in order that the proviso to section 5 of the Act of 1870 should 
apply, and that that being so, the plaintiff was not entitled to any 
costs. The plaintiff appealed from this decision to the Divisional 
Court, who dismissed the appeal. The plaintiff now appealed to the 
Court of Appeal. ° 
Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Fiercuer Movtton and 
Bucktry, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that the plaintiff claimed damages in the 
county court for an injury resulting from the bite of a dog. The action 
was fought, and the plaintiff recovered £15 damages, and the county 
court judge ordered judgment to be signed for that amount, but did 
not give any costs of the action as against the defendant. There were 
two passages in the judgment of the county court judge which stated 
clearly his reasons for that course: ‘‘ The question in this case was 
whether the successful plaintiff was entitled to the costs of the action, he 
having stated in his cross-examination that he had verbally agreed with 
his solicitor that he (the plaintiff) should not pay him any costs,” and 
a little further on, “In this case the agreement between client and 
solicitor was that the client should pay tie solicitor nothing in respect 
of costs.’’ It was impossible to find better evidence of that agreement 
against the plaintiff than his own statement. The county court judge, 
having had that statement made in the box on cross-examination by 
the plaintiff, had reserved the question of costs till a subsequent day. 
No application was made on that hearing to admit further evidence, 
and it was not till the last moment that he was asked to admit further 
evidence. The county court judge refused to admit further evidence in 
the exercise of his discretion. It was impossible for the court to 
interfere with that discretion, and his lordship had not the slightest 
doubt on the facts that the county court judge was amply justified in 
the conclusion at which he had arrived that there was an agreement 
between the plaintiff and his solicitor that the plaintiff should pay 


nothing in respect of costs. That gave rise to the question, what was 


the position of the defendant in the action in consequence? In his 
lordship’s opinion the point made by counsel for the appellant on the 


common law was a good point, and sufficient to dispose of the — 
in the 


Party and party costs were only given as an indemnity, and 





[Renorted by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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character of an indemnity. He would read one passage from the judg 
ment of Bramwell, B., in Harold v. Smith (5 H. and N. 381, at p. 385) 

** Costs as between party and party are given by the law as an indemnity 
ts the person entitled to them; they are not imposed as a punishment 
on the party who pays them, nor given as a bonus to the party who 
receives them. Therefore, if the extent of the damnification can be 
found out, the extent to which costs ought to be allowed is also ascer 
tained.”’ If, in the face of the eviduacn which the county court judge 
accepted, the defendant in the present action were ordered to pay costs, 
those costs would be given as a bonus to the party who received them. 
That seemed contrary both to justice and common sense. The decision 
in Harold v. Smith (supra) was fifty years old, and his lordship was 
not prepared to depart from it, and on that ground he thought the 
appeal must fail. ‘Then came a further and difficult point under section 
5 of the Attorneys’ and Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1870. There 
was no express evidence whether the agreement in the present case 
was in writing or not, but assuming that it was a parol agreement, it 
was said on behalf of the plaintiff that section 5 o1 ly applied to an 
agreement in writing. It was apparent that the proviso at the end of 
section 5, though not purely declaratory, was an application of the settled 
common law principle to the particular facts, and was absolutely neces 
sary having regard to the first part of section 5. In the view of the 
court below that proviso applied not merely to an agreement in writing, 
but to any agreement by parol of which, as the Court of Appeal had held 
in Clare v. Jo eph (supra), the client could take advantage, and his 
lordship was not prepared to say, although he felt more difficulty about 
it than his brethren, that that view was wrong. On the common law 
point, therefore, his lordship thought that the defendant was right, and 
he was not prepared to say that he was not right on the other point also, 
so on both grounds the appeal must be dismissed. 

FLetcHeR Movgron and Bucktry, JJ., concurred.—CounseL, Moyses 
and A. H. Forbes; Shearman, K.C., and Picardo. Soricirors, (. F. 
Appleton; L. Tubbs. 

[Reported 1 


y J. I. Stirring, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
CASS OTHERWISE PFAFF). 


Sth and 2lst Feb. 


Peririox FoR Nutitiry—VALipity or Soutn Dakota Divorct 
Conrtict oF Laws. 


3igham, P. 


CASS 


Divorce 

Where it was satished that a decree f dirorce obtained against a 
hushand in one State of America would not be held valid in anothe 
State in which the husband was domiciled, nor in the State where a 
subsequent marriage of the wife took place, the court held it was not 
ralid in this country 


Petition for a declari ition of nullity. The facts of the case suffi 
ciently appear in the judgment of the learned President Counsel 
for the petitione: submitted that the American law was quite clear on 


the point. The courts of South Dakota, U.S.A., could have no juris 
diction outside that State over a husband who was not resident in 
that State. and did not appear to the proceedings, and was actually 
domiciled in the State of Massachusetts, U.S.A. In South Dakota 
the divorce in question might be good, but was certainly not in the 
State of Massachusetts nor in the State of New York, where the 
marriage of the petitioner and the respondent took place. The cases 
of Le Mesurier v. Le Mesurier (1895, A. C. 540), Armitage v. The 
Attorney-Ge neral (1906. P. 135). Bater v. Bater otherwise Lowe (1906, 
P. 209), Haddock v. Haddock (201 U.S.A. Rep. 562). and Dicey’s 
Conflict of Laws (7th ed.), p. 386, were cited and discussed Expert 
evidence was given as to the effect of the decree of the South Dakota 
court in other States, and particularly in the States of New York and 
Massachusetts. Counsel for the respondent stated that he was unable 
to egey the proposition of law enunciated by petitioner’s counsel. 
Feb. 21.—BicuHam, P., said: This is a suit by Bernard Croft Cass, 
British subject domiciled and residing in this country, praying fo 
a decree that a ceremony of marriage of the petitioner with the 
responde nt, Christine Louise Pfaff, should be declared null and void. 
The facts are as follows : On the 9th of December, 1890, the respondent, 
whose maiden name was Hekking, married one Henry Pfaff, a native 
of and domiciled in the State of Massachusetts, in the United States 
of America. The marriage took place at Stuttgart,in Germany. On the 
19th of December, 1892, the lady filed a petition in the court of the 
State of Dakota, in the United States of America, against Pfaff for 
a divorce. Pfaff was not resident in South Dakota, and he still 
retained his Massachusetts domicil. The court, on information that 
Pfaff could not be found, ordered that service of the petition should 
he by publication in a newspaper. This order was complied with, but 
Pfaff did not appear, and the hearing of the petition proceeded in his 
absence, with the result that a decree for a divorce was made on the 
20th of April, 1893. On the 11th of May, 1899, Pfaff being still alive, 
the lady went through a form of marriage with the present petitioner 
at New York, in the State of New York, both parties (so I am told) 
believing that the divorce granted in South Dakota was operative and 
binding. Evidence of American law was adduced befére me which 
satisfies me that in fact the divorce in South Dakota, obtained in the 


manner and in the circumstances before set out, was of no force or 
effect either in the State of Massachusetts (the place of plaintiff's 
domicil) or in the State of New York (the place _ reg the so-called 
marriage was celebrated), and that therefore the New York marriage 
was null and void. It is in these circumstances that the petitioner 
asks for a decree. He is a British subject, and both he and the lady 
are now residing in this country. I am clearly of opinion that the 
petitioner is entitled to the relief asked for, and that this court has 
jurisdiction to grant it. At the date of the marriage ceremony in New 
York the lady’s husband was alive, and his status as a married man 
was unaffected by the Dakota divorce. The lady was therefore jin- 
capable of entering into a valid contract of marriage with the peti 
tioner. The so-called marriage was void in New York and is void 
here.—CounseL, Sir #. Carson, K.C., Le Breton, K.C., and B. 4. 
Hall; Hemmerde, K.C., D. Hogg, and Wertheimer. Soxicrrors, Hurd 
& Co., Guedalla & Jacobson. 
[Reported by Diesr Cores-Preepy, Barrister-at-Law.] 


HOLDEN +. HOLDEN AND PEARSON. Bigham, !’., and 
Bargrave Deane, J. 22nd Feb. 
Divorce—TRIAL BEFORE JUDGE ALONE—RE-HEARING—APPLICATION 10 
DivisionaL Court—Rvutes or Divorce Court, r. 62—GRANtTED on 
TERMS. 


An application for a rehearing of a matrimonial cause tried by a judg 
without a gury should be made to a Divisional Court of the Pr hate. 
Divorce and Admiralty Division. 


Where, through an error of qudgment on the part of her solicitor, a 
respondent and her witnesses were not present at the trial of her hu 
band’s pe tition Jor divorce, the court allowed the cause to be set down 
again for trial on the solicitor pers onally paying the taxed costs of the 
previous trial, and also the costs incurred by the ap pplic ation for re 
hearing. 


Application for rehearing of divorce suit tried before Bargrave Deane, 
J., on the 19th of January, 1910. The circumstances in which th: 
application was made was set out in an affidavit sworn by 
the respondent's solicitor. The paragraphs material to this 
report were :—‘‘ (2) The cause was heard on the 19th of January, 
1910, and a pronounced in the absence of the 
respondent and her witnesses and counsel, notwithstanding her answe1 
had been duly filed, and the cause was in the defended list in the follow 
ing circumstances. (3) I had been informed by my London agents that, 
having regard to the state of the list, the cause was not likely to be 
reached before the 24th of January, but great progress had been mad 
with the previous causes, and on the afternoon of the 18th of January 
I received a telegram from the said agents stating that this cause was in 
the list for hearing the next day. (4) I had at that time been called 
away in pursuance of duties as an election agent in a _ county 
division in connection with the General Election. I had, however, 
some time previously taken minutes of the evidence of the respondent 
and her witnesses, and was keeping in touch with the matter, but ‘iad 
not yet briefed counsel.’’ ‘The solicitor, in other paragraphs, stated that 


dec ree NI 








he at once communicated with the respondent with the view of sending 
her, her witnesses, and the brief the same evening to London. Richard 
Pearson, the co-respondent, had changed his address, and his where 
abouts were unknown He considered the co-respondent an 
essential witness, and, thinking an adjournment was necessary, and in 
order to save the expense of a useless journey to London on the part of 
the respontient and her witnesses, he instructed his agents in London 
to have an application made for the suit to stand out of the list. The 
application was made to Bigham, P., who refused it. The suit accord 
ingly was tried as an undefended one, and decree nisi pronounced 
The solicitor further said that both the respondent and co-respondent 
had invariably denied the charge of misconduct, and he believed that 
the respondent had a reasonable defence and good grounds for the 
counter-charge of cruelty against the petitioner. The concluding para 
graph of the affidavit ran :—‘‘ For any error of judgment on my part in 
the above circumstances which led to a decree nisi against the respondent 
without her evidence, or that of her witnesses, being heard by the court, 
I desire to apologise to the court, and with a view to a rehearing being 
allowed to the respondent, I offer, personally, to pay the petitioner's 
taxed costs of the day thrown away.’’ Counsel for the respondent sub 
mitted that the application was not one of the cases in which “ fresh 
evidence ’’ arose. There were merits in the application, for there was 
an allegation of cruelty, and the petitioner had been found guilty of 
cruelty by magistrates. The cases of T'ownley v. Jones (29 L. J. C. P. 
299) and Dickenson v. Fisher (3 T. L. Rep. 459) were in point. There 
was no doubt that that court was the proper tribunal to hear an applica 
tion for a new trial : Smith v. Smith (Nowers intervening) (1897, P. 293). 
Counsel for the petitioner agreed with the latter submission. 


Bicnam, P., said that the case could be set down again for trial, sub 
ject to the respondent and co-respondent swearing affidavits—they need 
not swear more than that adultery had not taken place. The solicitor 
must pay the costs of the trial—as he had offered to do in the last 
paragraph of his affidavit—and also the costs of the a application. 
The allowance made to the respondent up to the trial in January must 
be continued from that day, but the petitioner must th a called upon 
to pay any arrears covering the period between the 19th of January and 
that day. Should the respondent desire an allowance for that period 
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she must look to her solicitor for payment of it. 
given would remain in court. 


BaRGRAVE Deanz, J., agreed.—Counset, Le Bas; Willock. Soricirors, 
Walker & Rowe, for Wooler, Burrows, & Burton, Leeds; P. J. Nicholls, 


for A. Willey, Leeds. 


{Reported by Diesy Cores-Preepr, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Societies. 


Norfolk and Norwich Incorporated Law Society. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The number of members is now eighty, of whom two are 
life members and fifty-eight are members of the Law Society. The 
number of barristers, justices of the peace, and others not being 
members of the society who subscribe to the law library is seven, of 
whom one is a life member. The committee has to record with much 
regret the death of Dr. Bensly, the vice-president of the society, which 
occurred on the 1st of January last. Dr. Bensly was admitted in 1858, 
and until quite recently filled the office of Registrar of the Diocese of 
Norwich and Clerk to the Dean and Chapter. He was a member of the 
old law library, and joined the society upon its formation and was 
elected a member of the committee, on which he served for many years. 
The committee feel that by the death of Dr. Bensly the society has lost 
one of its most honourable members. 

Land Transfer.—The Royal Commission which has held an inquiry 
on the working of the Land Transfer Act has not yet reported. 
Evidence was specially prepared and laid before the Commission by the 
Associated Provincial Law Societies, and your committee furnished in- 
formation from time to time for this purpose, and corresponded 
frequently with the secretary as to the manner in which registration had 
worked in this district. The evidence brought before the Commission, 
with the exception of that put forward by officials of the registry, was 
for the most part quite unfavourable to the compulsory system, so 
much so that the Commission went out of its way to send a circular 
letter to county councils asking for their views as to the desirability of 
extending the system, and it is understood that no council expressed an 
opinion in favour of such extension. As is well known, the large 
majority of small owners have nothing to do with settlements or entails, 
and conveyancing under the existing system is in all such cases simple, 
secret, and cheap, and, whenever necessary, carried through with the 
utmost expedition. If, however, every transaction, even of the simplest 
nature, has to pass through the hands of officials, it is obvious there 
must be considerably more delay than under the present régime. 
Having regard to the evidence placed before the Commission, it will 
certainly be a surprise if the compulsory system of registration now 
prevailing in the City of London is extended to the whole country. Our 
thanks are due to Mr. Frank Pearson, who got up the evidence on behalf 
of the Associated Provincial Societies, and also to the Law Society, 
which reimbursed the association expenses incurred in connection with 
the evidence to the extent of £135. Our thanks are also due to the 
president (Mr. J. B. T. Hales) for attending a special meeting of the 
association held in London. 

Delay in Stamping Inland Revenue Affidavits.—During the past year 
the Board of Inland Revenue have made a new departure by submitting 
the items in the accounts scheduled to the Inland Revenue affidavits 
lodged on application for probate for special examination before 
stamping, with the result that queries are now raised and have to be 
dealt with before the probate papers can even be lodged in the registry, 
thus causing great inconvenience and delay. The question has been 
brought before the Council of the Law Society, with a view to represen- 
tations being made to the board, and it is hoped the new practice may 
be abandoned. ; 

The Law Society.—The annual meeting was held in September last at 
Newcastle, when papers were read of more than usual interest. 
Members who have not yet joined the chief society are once more urged 
to do so. It is certainly a duty, never more incumbent than at the 
present time, for every solicitor to support the Law Society. Members 
who have business in London will find the rooms at the society’s hall 
in Chancery-lane very convenient ; there are rooms for reading, writing, 
smoking, luncheon, and a buffet for light refreshments has been 
recently established. 





Sheffield District Incorporated Law Society. 


At the thirty-fifth annual general meeting of the Sheffield District 
Incorporated Law Society, held at the Rooms, Hoole’s Chambers, 
Bank-street, Sheffield, on Wednesday, the 23rd of February, 1910, at 
3.30 o’clock p.m. Present: The president, Mr. Alfred E. Maxfield (in 
the chair), and Messrs. J. C. Auty, Herbert Bedford, C. F. Bennett, 
Joseph Binney, C. S. Binns, Frank Bowman, J. Newton Coombe, M. H. 
Craven, J. H. Davidson, George Denton, A. S. Fawcett, Albert Howe, 
A. E. C. Ludlam, Charles Padley, R. F. Payne, D. H. Porrett, J. P. 
Russell, H. E. Sandford, F. W. Scorah, W. F. Smith, Robert Styring, 
J. B. Wheat, C. R. Wilson, J. E. Wing, W. E. Atkinson, Edward 
Bramley (hon. secretary), and C. 8. Coombe (assistant secretary). 
_The notice convening the meeting, and the report, as printed and 
airculated, having been taken as read, it was resolved : 


The security already | 


(1) That the report presented by the committee be received, con- 
firmed, and adopted, and that the accounts of Mr. Arthur Wightman, 
| the treasurer for the past year, as audited by the society’s professional 
| auditor, be approved and passed, and that the thanks of the society 
| be given to him for his services. 

(2) That the cordial thanks of the society be given to Mr. Alfred E. 
Maxfield, the president, for the ability with which he has filled the 
office, and the consideration he has given to his duties during the 
past year. 

(3) That the cordial thanks of the society be given to Mr. Edward 
Bramley and Mr. C. Stanley Coombe for the able manner in which 
they have discharged the offices of honorary secretary and assistant 
secretary respectively during the past year. 

(4) That' Mr. George Denton be elected the president. 

(5) That Mr. Jonathan Barber be elected the vice-president, and 
Mr. Arthur Wightman be re-elected the treasurer, of the society for 
the ensuing year. 

(6) That Mr. Edward Bramley be re-elected the secretary of the 
society, and Mr. C. Stanley Coombe be reappointed assistant secretary 
at the salary of £50, for the ensuing year. 

(7) That the following gentlemen be hereby appointed to act on the 
committee for the ensuing year: Messrs. W. C. Auty, W. E. Atkinson 


(Doncaster), Herbert Bedford, C. F. Bennett, Joseph Binney, Frank 
Bowman, J. H. Cockburn (Rotherham), C. 8. Coombe, W. E. Dyson, 
H. W. D. Fielding, T. W. Hall, A. E. C. Ludlam, A. E. Maxfield, 


Charles Padley, R. F. Pawsey (Barnsley). J. P. Russell, J. W. Stabler, 
W. H. Stacey, Robert Styring, C. R. Wilson, and J. J. B. Young. 
A vote of thanks to the chairman concluded the meeting. 





Law Students’ Journal. 
The Law Society. 
HONOURS EXAMINATION.—JANUARY, 1910. 


At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the 
Roll of Solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee 
recommended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction : 





First Crass. 
(In Order of Merit.) 


Georce Montacue Grirrira Wyatt, who served his clerkship with 
Messrs. Verrall & Son, of Worthing; and Mr. John Hands, of London. 

Apert Ernest Gott, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerkship with 
Mr. F. S. Clay, of the firm of Messrs. Clay & Atkins, of Nuneaton; 
and Messrs. Wood, Bigg, & Nash, of London. 

Epwarp Paice, M.A., B.C.L. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with 
Mr. Charles Paice, of the firm of Messrs. Paice & Cross, of London. 

Cuartes SypNey Moore, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Young, Son, & Coles, of Hastings. 


Seconp CLAss. 
(In Alphabetical Order.) 

Archibald Hibbard Crew, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Benson, Carpenter, Cross, & Williams, of Bristol; and Messrs. Rawle, 
Johnstone, & Co., of London. + 

Eric Gaskell Floyd, who served his clerkship with Mr. J. H. Turner, 
of Huddersfield. 

Harold Gibson Hornsby, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Francis Raymond Steavenson & Henry Gordon Steavenson, both of 
Darlington. f 

William Walton Lake, who served his clerkship with Mh 
James Lake, of London. ‘ 

Charles Henry Morgan, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
Wallace Robinson, of Birmingham. 

John Henry Mulcahy, who served his clerkship with Mr James J. 
Dodd, of West Hartlepool. 

Hugh Pybus, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Pybus, of 
the firm of Messrs. Gibson, Pybus, & Pybus, of Newcastle-on-Tyne. 
George Preston Rhodes, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with 
Mr. John Walker Robson, of the firm of Messrs. Resque & Robson, of 
Manchester. 

Charles Earnshaw Woosnam, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Martin Woosnam, of Newtown; and Messrs. Smith & Hillis, of London. 


William 


Tuirp Crass. 
(In Alphabetical Order.) 
Harold Victor Argyle, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edward 
Argyle, of Tamworth. ; a 
Francis Eagle Clarke, who served his clerkship with Mr. F. E. 
Clarke, of the firm of Messrs. Clarke & Whittington, of Leeds. ; 
Hugh Thompson Dutton, M.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship 
with Mr. Henry Davis Jolliffe, of the firm of Messre. Jolliffes & Hope, 
of Chester; and Messrs. Chester, Broome, & Griffithes, of London. 
Edmund Rhydderch Evans, who served his clerkship with Mr. W. 
Thomas; and Messrs. C. & W. Kenshole, both of Aberdare. 
Edward Brocklebank Evans, who served his clerkship with Mr. T. H. 
Davies; and Messrs. Evans & Thomas, both of Llandyssul. 











Digby Green, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Green, of 
Howden. 

Charles Hastings 
Chalinder & Hering 
of London. 

George Oates, who served | lerkship with Mr. F. Stanley Parker, 
of London. 

Thomas Light Sulivan, 
Cottam and Mr. R. Le ; 
Andrew Wood, Purves. & Sutton, of Londot 


, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
f Hastings; and Messrs. Field, Roscoe, & Co,,. 








who ved his clerkship with Mr. T. F 


Mecars 





enham; and 


Stanley Cecil Theophil , B.A., LL.B Camb.), who served his clerk 
ship with Mr. Charles Soames, of Londor 

The Council of the Law Society have rdingly given Class Ce1 
tificates and awarded f vil Priz f B 

To Mr. Wyatt—The Cle1 I P bout £10; and 
The Daniel Reardon Prize lu t 20 guineas 

To Mr. Gott—The Clifford I Priz lue & lineas; and The 
John Mackrell Prize—value abe £9 

To Mr. Paice—The New ] P value 5 guineas 

To Mr. Moore—The Law Societ ize—val 5 guineas. 

The Council have given Class Certificates t Candidates in th 
Second and Third Classes 

Ninety Candidates gave not : e I 

By . { 1 
P. B. Buexniy, § i 
Law Societ Hall, ¢ | Fel 
Law Students’ Societies. 

Law Stupents’ Depatine Sociers Feb. 22.—Chairman, Mr. C. P 
3lackwell.—The subject for debate was That the case of Great 
Eastern Railway ¢ v. Lord (1909, A. (¢ 109) was rongly decided.’ 
Mr. E. B. Ames opened in the affirmat , Mr. G. R. Morris seconded in 
the affirmative; Mr. Douglas G. Leechman opened in the negative, Mr 
E. D. Shearn seconded in the ne é The following members cor 
tinued the debate Messrs. Ri mjee, Batley, Dowding, Handley, 
Lemon, Kafka, Pleadwell, Schir ter-Marshal, and Burgis. Th 
motion was carried by two vot 

March 1.—Chairman, Mr. R. W H ley The subje of dehat 
was: ‘‘ That, in the opinion of this H e, the policy of the Gover: 


dence of this country Mr. A.. per 1 in the affirmative: 
Mr. C. P. Blackwell opened in the negative oy following members 
continued the debate Messrs. Dowding, Har y Meeke, 
Harston, Lemon, Bartlett, Burgis, H. F. Rubinstein, Hooper, and 
Wates. The motion was carried by seven votes 


ment, as outlined in the King’s Speech, is not deserving of the confid 
- : 
4 





BIRMINGHAM LAW Stupents’ Soctery Feb. 22.—Mr. J. G. Hurst, 
barrister-at-law, in the chair The following moot p t was debated 
‘“*X enters a pawnshop and offers to pledge his ring (18ct. gold), in 
which is set a jarg for £5. He knows that the real value of the 
ring does not exceed , and that the jargoon as been cut to resemble 





a diamond. The pawnbroker examines the 1 but applies no test, 
and, believing that the jargoon is a diamond reason of its similai 
treatment in cuttir and by reason of its being set in 18ct. gold, and 


relying upon his own judgment, without asking any questions, advances 
the sum asked. Is X 
pretences?’’ Mr. Maurice [. Clutter 
and was supported by Messrs. T. H. Ekins, 8. Richardson, D. M 
Wood, A. J. Hatwood, L. M. Kinsella, and V. H. Thompson; Mi 
R. W. Frazier opened in the negative, and was supported by Messrs. 
R. B. Blaker, J. W. Jessop, J. D. Sampson, W. J. Blackham, E. C. C. 
Clarke, G. H. Wilcox, R. T. Richards, H. F. Bensley, and W. L 
Highway. The chairman having summed up, the question was put to 
the meeting, the negative winning by twelve votes three { hearty 
vote of thanks to the chairman concluded the proceedings. 


ulty of obtaining mor by means of false 


the affirmative, 


Companies. 


Legal Insurance Co. (Limited). 
The second ordinary general meeting was held on 7 sday at the 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, W.C. The chairm Mr. J. Field 
Beale), in moving the adoption of the 1 rt, said that the c mpany had 


never had on its books, either directly or by way of re-insurance, any 





business in the nature of guaranteeing of debentures or mortgages. 
During the year they had accepted premiums amounting to £118,503 
This was more than they achieved last year, but in making a com 
parison it must be borne in mind that they were now dealing with a 
whole year’s trading The balance of revenne amounted to £36,142, and 
the director recommended that part of that um should he uy 


in writing off the whole of the preliminary expense After making thi 





such di tors’ fees as t shareholders might 


appropriation and pay 


vies 1 e 4] | 
vote, the balance would, in the judgment of the board, be ample to | 


serve the unexpired risk. 
they would have ample funds available for dividends and for building 


up a large reserve fund. 
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He had every hope that in future years | 
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Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Ropert THESIGER WATKIN WILLIAMS, GRAHAM STRANG STEEL, and 
Percy Maurice Crawcour Hart, solicitors (Watkin Williams, Stee] 
& Hart), Capel House, 54, New Broad-street, London. Oct. 19. So far 
as regards the said Robert Thesiger Watkin Williams, who retires from 
the said firm; the said Graham Strang Steel and Percy Maurice Craw 
cour Hart will continue to carry on the said business in partner 








under the said name as heretofore, namely, Watkin W lilams, Steel & 
Hart. Gazette, Feb. 25. 


BERNARD SAMUEL FENN and RoBert GRAHAME WALTON, solicitors 
\ 





(Pettit, Fenn & Walton hton Buzzard, Fenny Stratford, and 17, 
3edford-row, London. Feb. 21. The said Robert Grahame Walton 
will continue the said business at the same addresses under the style or 


firm of Pettit, Walton & Co. Gazette, March 1 


General. 


The Lord Chief Justice was, says the Times, 
on Tuesday. 


[t is notified in Tuesday's Gazette that, pursuant to the Rules Publi- 
tion Act, 1895, draft rules have been prepared under the Escheat 
Procedure) Act, 1887. Copies may be obtained on appli ation at the 
ffice of the Duchy of Lancaster, Lancaster-place, Strand, W.¢ 


A woman accused at the Kent Assizes of obtaining credit by false pre 
says the Hvening Standard, defended at the request of the 


i 


Bar. Asked in cros 


umination why she had not put certain questions to one of the witnesses 


tences was, 

1't by one of the junior members of the 
for the prosecution, she replied, ‘‘ I have counsel appearing for me, 
or I should simply have pulverised the witness. I mean no disrespect 
to this young gentleman (indicating her counsel), and I believe he will 
be a very clever man presently.’’ She was acquitted 


Mr. Justice Walton intimated this week, says the Times, that a 
curious difficulty had arisen in connection with the new arrangement cf 
extended sittings of the Courts in Liverpool and Manchester. In Man 
chester the full legal number of common jurymen (144) had been sum 
moned, had served, and had been discharged. He was afraid, there 
fore, that when he returned to Manchester he would not be able to get 
iny common juries. He could see no remedy for such a situation except 
legislation. If parties with actions set down for trial with common 

| vere willing to have them tried with a special jury 01 before him 
alone, he would be glad to dispose of them. Otherwise they must be 
put over to the next list in Manchester. 


re 


} 


At the York Assizes on Tuesday, Mr. Justice Ridley drew attention 
to the fact that out of twenty three cases in the calendar there were 
six charges of bigamy. He said that at Newcastle and Durham there 
was a large proportion of bigamy cases, and he understood that there 
were six in the calendar for the West Riding. He thought there was 
reason to suppose that that offence was very greatly on the increase. It 
was generally the case that the man was the offender—he supposed in 
nine cases out of ten. In all cases of bigamy there was a disregard and 
contempt for the sanctity of the marriage law which was, when it 
became widely spread, a very serious matter indeed. Possibly many 
would agree with him in thinking that the cause dated back to the 
year 1857, from the Act which was now the subject of discussion before 
a Commission. He was not at all sure that an increase of punishment 
would remedy the evil, and if it was true that by the course of legisla 
tion, or by some general cause, this had been brought about, it seemed 
to him very difficult to say that they should find a remedy in the punish 
ment of the individual. 








A writer in the Daily Telegraph has unearthed a scheme of Lord 
Camrbell’s for the creation, in leu of the House of Lords, of a new 
Judicial Committee composed of such lawyers as were peers, and certain 
of the judges, and this body, he thought, should sit, not in the House 
of Lords, but in ‘‘ some adjoining room, with all the accompaniments of 
a Court of Justice.’’ This, he contended, would be a return to the 
ancient ways, and therefore acceptable to constitutionally - minded 
persons. Lord Campbell had in mind the Receivers and Triers of 
Petitions, who were already a well-established race in 1384, and sur- 
vived, in name at least, till 1852. On the Rolls of Parliament in the 
8 Ric. LI. there appear as ‘‘ Receivours des Petitions d’Entleterre, Ir 
land, Gales, et Escoce ’’ the following persons : Sire Johan de Waltham, 
Sire Richard Ravenser, Sire Thomas Newenham, and Sire John Searle, 


Clerc del Parliament. And there were ‘‘ Rceivours des Petitions «a¢ 


| Gascoigne and d’autres Terres and Pays de par dela la Meer, and des 


Isles ’’ as well. These personages were the assistants of the Triers, 
who were ‘‘ Selecti Judices,’’ and sat apart. The names of the “‘ Triours 
des Petitions d’Engleterre, Irelande, Gales, and Escoce’’ and the 
‘ Triours des Petitions de Gascoigne, &c.,’’ are also found on the Rolls 
of Parliament for the same year. Nothing came of the scheme. 
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The text has been issued, says the Times Parliamentary Correspon- 
dent, of the Bill presented by Mr. Harcourt, and supported by Mr. 
Hobhouse and the Solicitor-General, to amend the Ancient Monnu- 
ments Protection Acts, 1882 to 1900, with respect to the gift, devise, or 
bequest of monuments to the Commissioners of Works. The memoran- 
dum states that power is given under the earlier Act for any person tu 
bequeath to the Commissioners of Works any ancient monument to 
which that Act applies, and to the Commissioners of Works to accept 
any such bequest, if they think it expedient to do so. The ancient 
monuments to which the Act of 1882 applies are the monuments de- 
scribed in the schedule to that Act and any other monuments of a like 
character indicated from time to time by Order in Council. The monnu- 
ments described in the schedule of the Act are such that it is impos- 
sible to include as monuments to which the Act applies any ruined 
buildings of historic or architectural interest. Inconvenience has arisen 
in practice as a consequence of this limitation, and to remedy this, the 
Bill extends the provisions of section 4 of the Act of 1882 to all monu- 
ments within the meaning of the Ancient Monuments Protection Act. 
1900—that is to say, to any structures, erections, or monuments of 
historic or architectural interest, or any remains thereof. 


A judge of one of the Canadian courts and a guest of a State Bar 
Association at its annual meeting last summer, says the American Law 
Review, while chatting with the members on the piazza of the hotel, 
was asked what points of difference struck him most between the pro- 
fession and the courts in his country and ours. He answered that the 
difference in professional and judicial costume was one; another was 
the amount of time that seemed to be taken up by his hosts in the 
discussion of questions of practice. ‘“* Under our rules,’”’ he said, 
“practice doesn’t amount to a row of pins. A man can’t ‘ fall down,’ 
to use a common parlance, because his lawvers happen to make a mistake 
in the practice.”’ ‘‘ The third one,’’ he said, ‘‘ is a matter which I 
can’t get through my mind and reconcile with my sense of justice. I 
heard yesterday, and I understand it is the law, that no man has a 
right of action against the sovereign State. In my country, in our 
jurisprudence, if a person conceives himself to be wronged by the 
sovereign, all he has to do is to state his facts by way of petition to the 
Attorney-General, and that petition is filed in court and threshed out in 
court the same as an ordinary civil action. No court can compel the 
sovercign to do what it does not want to do. The jurisdiction of the 
court over the sovereign is only advisory—it savs what is just and right 
and proper: but the theory of our law is, and I suppose it should be 
the theory of all law, that the sovereign body does not intend to do 
wrong, and, if it has unintentionally done wrong, then. being informed 
of its wrong by properly constituted authority, that sovereign body will 
right the wrong. In the United States only two or three of the 
States have established courts of claims in which suits against the 
sovereign power may be brought. In most of the States a citizen’s 
only remedy for a wrong the State may have done him or a debt it may 
owe him is to go to the Legislature with his claim.”’ 








The Bank of England give notice that they are authorized to receive 
applications for £1.011,800 of Swansea Corporation Redeemable Stock, 
1930-1970, bearing interest at £34 per cent. per annum, payable half- 
vearly at the Bank of England on the 1st March and 1st September. 
The proceeds of the issue will be applied in the repayment of existing 
loans amounting to £849,632, for the construction of new waterworks, 
the purchase of properties for street improvements ; the construction of 
tramways and light railways, the extension of the electricity under- 
taking; the extension of the borough sewerage system, and to other 
purposes ; and the balance will be applied for miscellaneous purposes. 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Feb. 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


LIMITED In QrANorry. 


Bairise Merat Excravine Co, lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 23, to 
serd in their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to 
George Ellerton McCanlis. Broadmead House, Panton at, Haymarket, liqui*ator 


Kitsoy-Emprer Licgnttwe Co, l.rp—Petn for wirding up, vrerented Feb 18 @irected to 
be heard Mar 8. Write & Leonard, Bink bldes, Ludgata circus, solors for the 
petnere. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock 
in the afternoon of Mar 7 


Orro Futrow Process, Lto—Petn for winding un, presented Feb 17, directed to be 
heard Mar 8. Stver, Fenchnrch et. Notice of annearing must reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Mar 7 


Porspax (Trawsvaat) Mywracut, Lap (1x Ligurpation)—Creditora are required, on 
before April 11, to send their names and addresses, and tha particnlars of their 
debts or claims, to “har'es Wallington, 4, Tokenhouse bldge. Parker & Richardson 
Old Broad st, solora to the liquidator : 


Scorrtse Tyee. Lp (uw Lrqurvatiow)—Oreditors are required, on or before March 29, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
ur Cunningham, 14, Regent st, liquidator 


Tasxrr Krys & Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 28, directed to be heard 
at the Court House, Upper Edmonton, on March 7, at 10. Isaacs & Lewis, Guildhall 
chmbrs, Basinghall st, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above- 


London Gazette.—Turspay, March 1, 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitep ry CHANCERY. 

Atrrep Burcornr, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Feb. 24, directed to be heard 
at the County Court, Kingston ou Thames, April 8, at 10.30 Leaver & Co, New- 

{ gate st, solors for tue petners Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not 
later than 6 o’clock in tne afvernoon of April 7. 

Business Ctvus or Loynvon, Lrpo.—Creditors are required, on or before April 12, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Robert Warner, 10, Walb:ook, liquidator 

Oxrorp Pusiisaine Co (BLAcKBURN), Ltp (tn Votuntary Ligurpation) - Creditors 
are )equired, on or before M»rch 16, to send their names and aadresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to John H. 8S. Matthews, 2, Sudell cross, Blackburn, 
liquidator 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette.—Faipay, Feb. 25. 


Weston & Co, Braprorp, Lrp. 
Lees Brick Co, Lrp. 
Boston ConsoLipATED Coprer AND Gotp Mrinine Co, Lrp. 
Sueparrps, Lrp (Reconstruction). 
HamBiutons, Lrp. 
New Sywpicatg, Lrp. 
Rarrp Pxoto Parntine Co, Lro. 
BreLL RanGE AnD Founpry Co, Lrp. 
ALLIANCE, Lip. 
Furriers’ Aturance, Lrp. 
SansBukY Brick anpD Firecuay Co, Lrp. 
Arey Estate Co, Lrp. 
Scorrisn Tyre, Lrp. 
4ata Cotiteee Co, Lrp. 
Macay Esrares ('9)9), Lp. 
ANTHESIAN StarneD Grass Co, Lrp. 
Hercuuite, Lrp. 
Hercerite No. 2, Lro. 
Sena Svear Facrory, Lrp (Reconstruction). 
Loxe Eatow amp Disratct BILLPostTiné aNp ADveERTistInGc Co, Lrp. 
SKEuMFRSDALE House, Lto. 
J. G. Anogsson & Co, Lrp. 
Hooxs, Lrp. 
London Gazette.—Turspay. March 1, 


Ricamonp Brick anp TiLE Co, Lrp. 
Waite Hearaer Launpry (Carpirr), Lro. 
Pottock & Co, Lrp. 

Page butt & Co, Lrp. 

Noon’s LupGats Cars, Lrp. 

Wavxer, Raceatr & Co, Lrp. 

Pousp & Poonp, Lrp. 

“ Kouurries,”’ LTp, 

Garnssorovesr, Lrp. 

‘ncopra River Transport Co, Lrp. 
W. Lawson, Lrp. 

Goocr’s Stores, Lrp, (Reconstruction), 
Arr Parsters, Lrp 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rota oF Reaistragss In ATTENDANCE ON 


Emercenoy Appeat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. 


Date. 









Rota. oO. OYoR. Swinrew Eapy. 
Monday ...Mar. 7 Mr Borrer Mr Beal Mr Farmer Mr Greswell 
Tuesday ...... 8 Leach Borrer Bloxam Beal 
Wednesday ...... 9 Farmer Leach Theed Borrer 
Thursday » Bloxam #armer Church Leach 
Friday ......-0008 IL Theed Bloxam Synge Farmer 
Saturday .......+ 12 Church Theed Goldschmidt Bloxam 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. Wanrnisaton. NEVILLE. PARKER. Eve. 
Morday ...Mar. 7 Mr Church Mr Leach Mr Theed Mr Goldschmidt 
Tuesday ......60 Synge Farmer Church Greswell 
Wednesday ..... Goldschmidt Bloxam *Synge Beal 
Thursday .. . lo Greswell Theed Goldschmidt Borrer 
Friday ..... « Beal Church Greswell Leach 
Saturday ......... 12 Borrer Synge Beal Farmer 


The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 
Mar. 16.—Meassrs. Dovetas Youne & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rents 





(see advertisement, page v., Feb. 26). 


Mar. 22.—Messrs. Depennam, Tewson, Ricnarpsow & Co., at the Mart, at 2: City 


Fre: hola Pr perty (see advertisemeut, back paue, Feb. 19). 


March 23. Mesers. Nicaoras at the Mart: Freehold Ground-rents, also Freehold 


Ground-rents for immediate sale by private treaty (see advertisement, back page, this 
werk). 


Mar. 14.—Mr. F. W. Baton, at the Mart, at 2: Houses and Freehold Properties 


(see advertisement, back page, this week). 


Result of Sale. 
Reversions AND Lire Poticres. 
Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranriecp beld their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 902) of the 


above-named interests, at the Mart, 1okenhoure-yard, E..’., on Thursday last, when 
the followiug Lots were sold at the prices named, the total amount realized being 
£12,316 :— 


Bold £6,510 
ae ee , £4,260 
» £1,180 

£376 


ABSOLUTE REVERSION to £13,634 oes ove “a one 
REVERSION to £7,500, also Reversionary Interest in £189 per 
annum ... ae ae ose ots we 
POLICIES OF ASSURANOCE— 
Por £5,500 eco ss one 
For £6500 ... sos ae wm eee oye - ak oot 


oer on one eee oe 





named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of March 5 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette,—Fripay, Feb. 25. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


CuTrnpBeErt, Hazelrieg, 
Newcastle on Tyne 


ATKINSON, JosEPH 
Northumberland, Miner 
21 Ord Feb 21 

Baye, Freperickx, and Wiiiiay Butiey, 
Manor Park, Builders High Court Pet Feb 21 
Feb 21 

Burmany, Rosert, Hindhead, Surrey Guildford 
2 Ord Feb 22 

Carman, Henry Caartes, Troston, Suffolk, Farmer 
St Edmunds Pet Feb21 Ord Feb 21 

Cuamiry, Ricnarp, Denby Dale, aor 
Labourer Huddersfield Pet Feb21 Ord Feb21 

Cuatrett, Witttam Howarp, Dartford, Clerk Rochester 


Ord 
Pet Feb 


Bury 





| 


Rapsey, Wittram, Abergwynfi, Glam,Collier Neath Pet 
Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Ruopes, &rersen, Pentre, Glam, Confectioner Pontypridd 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 


| Roturne, Jouw, Wandeworth, Fruiterer Wandsworth Pet 


Dudkey, | 
Pet Feb 


Romford rd, 


| 


Huddersfield, | 


Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Cuiarkr, Franx, Heaton Chapel, Heaton Norris, Lancs, 
Painter Stockport Pet Feb23 Ord Feb 23 

Cory, Atrrep Fenwick, Plymouth, Retail Jeweller Ply- | 
mouth Pet Jan 31 Ord Feb 23 j 

Crarsesy, Evizanrra Anna, Brighton, Grocer Brighton 


Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 
Deayrton. Emtty, St Albans, Herts 
Ord Feb 21 


St Albans Pet Feb 21 


Dines, Percy Tuomas, Coddenham, Suffolk, Baker 
Ipswich Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb'21 

Drake, Epwix Jonx, West Wellow, Wilts, Farmer South- 
ampton Pet Feb21 Ord Feb 21 

Evans, Epowarp, Oswestry, Grocer Wrexham Pet Feb 22 


Ord Feb 22 


Evaxs, James Youna, Treorchy, Glam, Draper Pontypridd 


Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Fraxkxuw, Wiiitam Ronerr, 
Govu.vina, Romsey, Builders 
21 Ord Feb 21 


and Epwarp GErorGE 


Southampton 


Pet Feb | 


Granay, Gerarn Liewettyy, Finshury pavement Honse., | 


Export Merchant High Court Pet Frb 21 Ord Feb 21 
Grairritn, Ipwar. Rowlands Gill, Durham, Medical Prac- 


titioner Newcastle »n ‘yne Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 | 
Hatyrs, Witstam Joun Poorr Ricnarpson, Cricklade, | 
Wilts, Boot Maker Swindon Pet Feb2t Ord Feb 21 


Hestor, Ronert Parktyson, Stockton on Tees, Cab Pro- 
prietor Stockton on Tees Pet Feb 5 Ord Feb 21 
Issotsoy, Frep, Hoyland Swaine, Yorks, Farmer Barns 

ley Pet Feb 8 Ord Feh 21 
Jenkins, Henry Stape, Rochester, Corn Dealer 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 
Jenkinson, WALTER Sypvey, 
Electrical Engineer Gloucester 


Rochester 


Rodborongh, nr Stroud, Gloa, 

Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 

Jerson, Josepn, Glossop, Derby, Furniture Dealer Ashton 
under Lyne Pet Feb21 Ord Feb 21 

Jounson, Eanest Joseru, Hartehi!l, Warwick, Painter 
Coventry Pet Feb22 Ord Feb 22 

Joxes, Toomas, Hampton in Arden, Warwick, Engineer 
Birmingham Pet Jan 26 Ord Feb 23 

Lanser, Witttam Giinert, Dulwich HighCourt Pet Feb 
21 Ord Feb 21 

Leatnues, Carteret pe Muassenpen, Herringfleet, Suffolk 
Great Yarmouth Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 

Levi, Soromoy, Leeds, Shoe Maker Leeds Pet Feb 22 
Ord Feh 22 

Lowpex, Witutam, Edgware rd, Restaurant Keeper High 
Court Pet Jan4 Ord Feb 23 

MocKristay, Ropnert Garpiner, Stevenage, Herts, Head- 


master Luton Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 23 

Martin, Wu. & Co. Russia ct, Milk st, Builders High 
Court Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 23 

Mosetey, Frances, Graham 1rd, Hackney High Court 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Feb 2 

Nicnois, Roserrt. Shanklin, I of W, Clothier Newport 


Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Owen, Frank, Kettering, Northampton, Licensed Vio- 
tualler Northampton Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Peate, Witttam Mipptetow, Yeadon, Yorks Leeds 
Feb7 Ord Feb 22 

Parry, © J, Whitechapel rd, Tobacco Dealer High Court 
Pet Jan20 Ord Feb 23 

Pett, Eravest Witiiam, Deptford, Kent, Grocer 
wich Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Poason, Ernest Atreep, Belvoir, Leicester, Farmer Nott- 
ingham Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 23 

ParironarD, Wittram Tromas Wena, Newport, Fancy 
Draper Newport,Mon Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 


Pet 


Green- 


Feb 22 Ori Feb 22 

Scorr, Wittram, St Austell, Cornwall, Innkeeper Truro 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

SHarp, James, Sheffield, Tobacconist Sheffield Pet Feb 
21 Ord Feb 21 

Tuomas, Epwarp, Monksfleld, Froxfield, Hants, Artist 
Portsmouth Pet Jan 20 Ord Feb 21 


Tuomas, Joun Henry, Johnston, Pembroke, Steam 
Traction Haulier Pembroke Dock Pet Feb 11 Ord 
Feb 21 


Varvry. Grorce Hersert, Durrington, Worthing, Sussex, 
Fruit Grower Brighton Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 

Wivks, Jonn Wittram, Leeds, Horse Dealer Leeds 
Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 


Pet 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 18: 


Backstone Bank. Wolsingham, 


Wearmoutn, Roserr, 
Durham Pet Feo15 Ord Feb 15 


Durham, Farmer 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ATktnson, Josrpa CuruBert, Hazelrigg. Dudley, Northum- 
berland, Miner Mar 8 at 11 Off Ree, 30, Mosley st, 
Newcastle on Tyne 

BANE, Frepericx, and WittraAm Butiey, Romford rd, 
Manor Park, Builders Mar7at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

Beyyioy, Harry Ricwarp, Wolverhampton, Outfitter 
Mar 10 at 11.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Buttarp, Cuirrorp Freperick, Gt Yarmouth, Baker Mar 
5 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Burmayy, Rosert, Hindhead, Surrey Mar 10 at 11.30 132, 
York rd, Westmi’ ster Bridge 

Carman, Henry Cuarres, Troston, Suffolk, Farmer Mar 
14 at 11.39 Angel Hotel, Bury St Edmunds 

Cuatrett, Wittram Howarp, Dartford, Clerk Mar 8 at 
315 115, High st, Rochester 

Copp, Jonw Wiiuiam, Nottingham Off Rec, 
4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 


Mar 9 at 11 


| Conness, THomas. Lancaster, Cabinet Maker Mar 7 at 2.30 


| Crossiey, Joun, 





Palatine Café, Market st, Lancaster 

Askam in Furness, Lancs, Labourer 

Mar 5 at 11.30 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 
Furness 

Drayton, Emtty, St Albans, Provision Dealer Mar 9 at 12 
14, Bedford row 

Dives, Percy Taomas, Coddenham, Suffolk, Baker Mar 
17 at 12.30 86 Princes st, Ipswich 

Dowpett, Putri Henry, Landport, Hants, Builder Mar 
Tat 4 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 

Daake, Epwiy Joux, West Wellow, Wilts, Farmer Mar 5 


at 12 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, South- 
ampton 

Frayxuix, Writram Rosert, and Epwarp Grorce 
Goutptiyc. Romsey, Builders Mar 8 at 2.45 Off Rec, 


Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, Southampton 
Granam, Grrarp LLEWELLyN, Jermyn st, Commission 
Agent Mar7 at2.30 Bar kraptcy bldgs. Carev st 
Gairritas, Ipwat, Rowlands Fill, Durham. Medical Practi- 


tioner Mar8 at 12 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle 
on Tyne 

Hurst, Isaac, Lillingstone Lovell, Bucks, Farmer Mar 5 
ati2 1, St Aldates, Oxford 


Jenkins, Heyry Siape, Rochester, Corn Dealers Mar 8 
at 3.30 115, Highst, Rochester 

Jewitt, Frayx, Heckmondwike, Yorks, Common Carrier 
Mar 8 at 12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, 
Dewsbury 

Kinapow, Samvet Bovaaton, Bleasby, Notts, Joiner Mar 
10 at 11 County Court House, St Peter’s gate, 
Nottingham / 

Lanser, Wituram Gitpert, Dulwich Mar 7at1 Bank- 
ruptey b'dgs, Carey st 

Levi, Sotomon, Leeds, Shoe Maker Mar7 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Lioyp, Dantat, Llwyndafydd, Llandyssiliogogo, Cardigan, 
Draper Mar 10 at 12.15 Townhall, Aberystwyth 

Lowpey, Wittiam, Edgware rd, Restaurant Keeper Mar 
8ati12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Mappey, Micnart, Aberavon, Labourer Mar 5 at 11 
Off Rec, Government bldg, St Mary’sst, Swansea 

Martiy, Wm, & Co, Russia ct, Milk st, Builders Mar 8 
atl Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 





Mosetey, Frances, Graham rd, Hackney Mar 8 at 3) 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Nicuo.s, Ropert, Shanklin, I of W, Clothier Mar 5 at) 1 
Off Rec, 33a, Holyrood st, Newport, Iof W ; 

Peate, WiLitiam Miopueton, Yeadon, Yorks 
Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Perry, C J, Whitechapel rd, Tobacco Dealer Mar 9 at 1) 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Pett, Exxest Wi.uiam, Deptford, Grocer 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Paice, Luewetiyn, Gilfach, Bargoed, Glam, Haulier Mar 
(a Off Rec, County Court, Townhall, Merthyr 

‘ye 

Rapsgy, Wiit1am, Abergwynfi, Glam, Collier Mar 5 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Government bldgs, St Mary’s gt 
Swansea F 

Rivey, Joux, Warwick, Plumber MarS8atll Off Rec, g 
High st, Coventry p 

Rouuiys, Jony, Wandsworth, Fruiterer Mar 9 at 11,39 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Scott, Wiiu1aM, St Austell, Cornwall, Innkeeper Marg 
at 12 Off Rec, 12, Princes st, Truro 

Tuomas, Epwarp, Monksfield, Froxfield, Hants, Artist 
Mar7 at3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Ports- 
mouth 

Tuompsoy, Rosert Wortuy, Wingate, Durham, Builder 
Mar 9at3 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunderland 

Trayven, Joserpu, Cambridge, Corn Merchant Mar 5 at 12 
Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Wivxs, Joun Wituram, Leeds, Horse Dealer Mar7 at 11 
Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Woop, James Burt, Northfield, Worcester, Baker Mar 9 
at12 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

WaiGut, James Grorce, Sheringham, Norfolk, builder 
Mar 5at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


ALEexanpER, Guy, Belgrave sq High Court Pet Dec 18 
Ord Feb 22 

ATKinson, JosepH Cutusert, Hazelrigg, Dudley, North. 
umberland, Miner Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb 21 
Ord Feb 21 

Baye, Feepreick, and Witi1am Buttery, Manor Park, 
Essex, Builders High Court Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Braniox, Tuomas AnpeEw, Barkston gdns, Kensington, 
ae Agent High Court Pet Jan 24 Ord 
‘eb 21 

Bureess, Ernest, Newark on Trent, Ironmonger Notting- 
ham Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 21 

Burcess, Georce,and Sam Bureess, Caddington, Beds 
Butchers Luton Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 23 

Carman, Henry Cuarves, Troston, Suffolk, Farmer 
St Edmunds Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

CHAMuey, Ricuarp, Denby Dale, nr Huddersfield, Labourer 
Huddersfield Pet Feb21 Ord Feb 21 

CHATTELL, WiiL1amM Howarp, Dartford, Clerk Rochester 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Cruarke, Frank, Heaton Chapel, Heaton Norris, Lancs, 
Painter Stockport Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 

CiutTon, Joux, Piccaiilly, Insurance Ageat High Court 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Feb 22 

Cressy, Kuizaspetn AnwsA, Brighton, Grocer Brighton Pet 


Mar 7 at 12 


Mar 7 at 12 


Bury 


Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 

Dives, Percy Tuomas, Coddenham, Suffolk, Baker 
Ipswich Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Drake, Epwin Jouy, West Wellow, Wilts,Farmer South 


ampton Pet Heb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Evans, Evwarp, Oswestry, Salop, Grocer Wrexham Pet 
Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Evans, James Youna. Treorchy, Glam, Draper Pontypridd 
Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Frankuis, WiLtiamM Rupert, and Epwarp Groras (Goutp- 
inc, Romsey, Southampton, Builders Southampton 
Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Granam, Gerarp Lurweuiyn, Finsbury pymt House, Ex- 


port Merchant High Court Ket; Peb2l Ord Feb 21 

Gairritn, IpwaL, Kowlands Gill, Durham, Medical 
aw Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb 23 Ord 
‘eb 23 

Haines, Witt1am Jonx Poors Ricuagpsoy, Cricklade 
Wilts, Boot Maker Swindon Pet Feb 21 Ord 
Feb 21 ’ 

Hurman, Horace, Bridgwater, Somerset, Auctioneer 
Bridgwater Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 21 

Jexxins, Henry Stave, Rochester, Corn Merchant 
Rochester Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Jenkinson, Water Sypvey, Rodborough, nr Stroud, 
Glos, Electrical Engineer Gloucester Pet Feb % 
Ord Feb 23 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


FUND, LIMITED, 


MO ORGATE STREET, LOoONDowm, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 


EX@LUSIVE BUSINESS—LI@CENSED PROPERTY. 








SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 Appeais to Quarter sessions have been conducted under the 
direction ano supervision of the Corporation. 











Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be?sent 


on application. 
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sow, JoszrH, Glossop, Derby, Furniture Dealer 

Jershton under Lyne Pet Feb2i Ord Feb21 

Jouxsox, Eayest Josern, Hartshill, Warwick, Painter 
Coventry Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

LgaTaes, CARTERET DE MussenpDey Herringfleet, Suffolk 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 

Levi, Sovomon, Leeds, Shoe Maker Leeds Pet Feb 22 
Ord Feb 22 

Nicnors, Ropert, Shanklin, I of W, Clothier Newport 
Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Owen, Fra x, Kettering, Northampton, Licensed Victual- 
ler Northampton Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Parr, Eaxxest WiLtiam, Deptford, Grocer Greenwich Pet 
Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Pocsox, Eanest Atrrxp, Belvoir, Leicester, 
Nottirgham Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 23 

Pousper, WILLIAM Henry, and Atsert Pounper, Clayton 
le Moors, Lancs, Cotton Manufacturers Blackburn 
Pet Jan31 Ord Feb 18 

PaitcaarD, Wittiam Taomas Wess, Newport, Fancy 
Draper Newport, Mon Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Rarsey, Wittiam, Abergwynfi, Glam, Collier Neath Pet 
Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Rotus, Joun, St Ann’s hill, Wandsworth, Fruiterer 
Wandsworth Pet Feb22 Ord Feb 22 

Scort, Witt1am, St Austell, Cornwall, Innkeeper Truro 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Suarp, James, Sheffield, Tobacconist Sheffield Pet Feb 21 
Ord Feb 21 

Surros, Samug., Brighton, Baker Brighton Pet Feb 17 
Ord Feb 21 

Tsomsex, Taomas Avuinus, Waltham Cross, Essex, Nur- 
seryman Edmonton Pet Jani Ord Feb 22 

Vastzy, Gsorce Hearsert, Durrington, Worthing, Fruit 
Grower Brighton Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 

Wiks, Jonw Witutam, Leeds, Horse Dealer Leeds Pet 
Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 


Farmer 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 18: 


Wearmoutn, Rosert, Wolsingham, Durham, Farmer 
Durham Pet Feb15 Ord Feb15 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


Casuey, Witt14m, Bramley, Leeds, Commercial Traveller 
Leeds Adjud Sept 14,1903 Annul Feb 22, 1910 

Waitt, Sipyry, Guiseley, York Leeds Adjud Sept 27, 
1900 Annul Feb 18, 1910 


London Gazette.—Tusspay, March 1. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Attexy, Rupert Sypwey, Crosby, Lincs, Watchmaker Gt 
Grimsby Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Bacsuaw, JosepH, Higher Broughton, Salford, Lancs 
Salford Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

Bartow, THomas Henry Avirex, Morecambe, Building 
Contractor Preston Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Brown, Georce, Tamworth, Clothier Birmingham Pet 
Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Cattow, Hernpert James, Ashford, Kent, Clerk * Canter- 
bury Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

Cauppe.t, Hues Fuetcuer, Bedford ct mans 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

CuarLton, Horace, Burghfield Hatch, Burghfield, Butcher 
Reading Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Cizwes, Jostan Grecory, Leicester, 
Leicester Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb 25 

Cooper, Dovetas, Norbury, Surrey, Solicitor’s Managing 
Clerk Croydon Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 


High Court 


Hosiery Factor 


Cowizy, Artuus, Palace rd, Streatham hill Wandsworth | 


Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Curtis, WaLTER Bootn, Wellingborough, Plumber North- 
hampton Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Davigs, Epwarp, Merthyr Tydfil, Colliery Rider Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 


Davirs, Tomas, Llandewy, Llandewy Velfrey, Pembroke, 
Grocer Pembroke Dock Pet Feb25 Ord Feb 25 
Day, Joun, Smethwick, Staffs, Fish Dealer West Brom- 
wich Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 25 

Epwarps, W H, Castellain pirade, Maida Vale High 
Court Pet Feb4 Ord Keb 25 

Everincuam, Wycurre Gatianp, Ilford, Essex, Electri- 
cian Chelmsford Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Faex, Eoeston STanvey, Clacton on Sea Colchester Pet 
Feb 5 Ord Feb 25 


GaunTLeTt, Harry, Liphook, Hants, Builder Ports- 
mouth Pet Feb24 Ord Feb 24 
Hasris-BiexrorD, Jonny Sotomon Bickrorp, Falmouth, 


Tailor Truro Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Henperson, Epwarp, Liothorpe, Middlesbrough, Clerk 
Middlesbrough Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

Hickurn, Atraep, Cranford, Winchmore Hill High Court 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 25 

Hupsoy, Wituiam, Whitfield, Falfield, Glos, Farmer 
Bristol Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Jenkins, Wituiam, Pentreparr, Llandilofawr, Carmarthen, 
Tea Merchant Carmarthen Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 24 

Jenkins, Wituiam Eustace, Roath Park, Cardiff, Pitwood 
Merchant’s Manager Cardiff Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 

Jones, Daviv, Pontlottyn, Glam, Grocer Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Lagratt, Artuur, Liecester, Photographer Leicester Pet 
Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Luoyp, Waiter Joun, Wygfair, St Asaph, Denbigh, 
Chautfeur Bangor Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

Lower, Caarues, Chichester, Builder Brighton Pet Feb 
24 Ord Pet 24 

McAtpin, Atay, Leicester, Electrical Engineer Leicester 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Norris, Steruen, Middlesbrough, Contractor Middles- 
brough Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 22 

Owey, Tsomas Grirvita, Shop Llaingoch, Holyhead, 
tae Stonemason Bangor Pet Feb 24 Ord 

‘eb 2 


Pearson, Cora Baumrietp, Kingston upon Hull Kingston 
upon Hull Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 2o 

PorsamM, Marcaret Hern, North Wellingborough 
a aaa Builder Northampton Pet Feb 26 Ord 

‘eb 5 

Porrinatox, Tuomas Ropert, Upton Cross, nr Liskeard, 
Licensed Victualler Plymouth Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 
Feb 26 

Pucu, Frep, Chilvers Coton, Nuneaton 
Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

Ramspen, Henry, Bradford, Grocer Bradford Pet Feb 26 
Ord Feb 26 

Roserts, Rates Hiir, St Just in Penwith, Cornwall 
Builder Truro Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

Simons, Groros, Bedford, Baker Bedford Pet Feb 25 

rd Feb 25 

Suitu, ApeLe Florence Catucart, Southsea Portsmouth 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Sranitey, Artaur, and Jonny Parrersox, Lancaster, 
Lanes, Auctioneers Preston Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 

Srevenson, Witit1am Tuomas, Plymouth, Builder Ply- 
mouth Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 24 

Watson, Groner, West Bridgford, Notts, Cabinet Maker 
Nottingham Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Westwoop, Emma Dorcas, Walsall, Toy Dealer 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Wituams, Datsy, Gt St Helens, Company Promoter 

} High Court Pet Jan19 Ord Feb 24 — 


Yam, Jacon, Leeds, Fish Hawker Leeds Pet Feb24 Ord 
Feb 24 





Coventry Pet 


} 





Walsall 





200tb Wear. 


The Oldest Insurance Office in the World. 
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oo 
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Copand trem Policy dated 1788 


SUN 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 





Heap Orrice: 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and 
WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, 

including ACCIDENTS TO 

DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
SICKNESS and DISEASE, 
BORGLARY, 

PLATE GLASS 


Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 





FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 





The BONDS of the SUN INSURANCE OFFICE are accepted by the 
various Divisions of the High Courts of Justice in England and Ireland 


and the Supreme Courts of Scotland, the Masters in Lunacy, 


Board of 


Trade, and all Departments of His Majesty’s Government. 








Yeaman, James, Bridlington, Yorks, Tailor Scarborough 
Pet Feb24 Ord Feb 24 

Younc, Wasren Atpert, Walsall, Butcher Walsall Pet 
Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

Bartow, Rosert, West Bromwich, Staffs Mar 11 at 11.30 
Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Biacksury, Artuvur, Vld Buckenham, Norfolk, Farmer 
Mar 12 atl2 Off Rec, 8, Kiog st, Norwich 

Bercu, Jouy, Biddulph, Staffs, Builder Mar 10 at 11 

Rec, 23, Kiog Edward st, Macclesfield 

Brown, Anprew, Lowestoft, General Cooper Mar 9 at 1 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Bunerss, Exnest, Newark upoa Trent, Ironmonger Mar 
10at3 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Buroess, Grorae, and Sam Buaaess, Caddington, Beds, 
Butchers Mar 11 at 11.15 Off Rec, The Parade, 
Northampton 

Campsect, Hues Fvercuer, Bedford ct mans Mar 10 at 11 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Cuamuey, Ricuarp, Denby Dale, nr Huddersfield, Labourer 
Mar 10at2.15 Hudderstield Incorporated Law Society’s 
Room, Imperial arcade, New st, Huddersfield 

Cuarke, Frank, Heaton Chapel, Heaton Norris, Lancs, 
Painter Mar9ati1l O#f Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Ver- 
non st, Stockport 

Cooper, Dovatas, Norbury, Surrey, Solicitor’s Managing 
Clerk Mar 10 at 12 132, York rd, Westminster 
Bridge 

Cory, ALFrep Fenwick, Plymouth, Retail Jeweller Mar 
lL at 3.30 Off Rec, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Crana, Francis Wititam, Bath, Sculptor Mar 9 at 12 
Otf Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Cressy, Evizapetu Anna, Brighton, Grocer 
Otf Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 

Cuaey, Ricuargp, Pensford, Somerset, Boot Dealer 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Eowarps, W H, Castellain parade, Maida Vale 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Uarey st 

Greasoy, Grorer, Brierfield, Lancs, Weaver 
Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

Haves, Wicuiam Joun Poors Ricuarpson, Cricklade, 
Wilts, Bootmaker Mar lé at 12 O?f Rec, 38, Regent 
circus, Swindon 

Hicks, Atrrev, Cranford, Winchmore Hill 
Jankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hore, Col Wiiiram, VC, Crondace rd, Fulham 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Inssorson, Faep, Hoyland Swaine, Yorks, Farmer Mar 9 
at 10.30 Off Rec, 7, Regent st, Barnsley 


Jerson, Josrru, Glossop, Derby, Furniture Dealer 
at 3 Off Kec, Byrom st, Manchester 


Lagratt, Artuur, Leicester, Photographer 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Louis, Victor, Greenodd, nr Ulverston, Lancs, Builder 
Mar llat3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Lower, CuHarces, Chichester, Builder Mar 10 at 10.45 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

McAtpin, ALAN, Leicester, Electrical Engineer 
12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Mackay & Co, Birmingham, Drapers Mar 11 at 12 
kin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Maxcurnt, Geaatp Hupest, Burnham, Somerset, Baker 
Mar 9 at 11.45 Off Kec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Makrin, Atragp, Stanton Hill, Notts, Newsagent Mar 9 
at 12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Mercatre, Henry, Wicker, gheflield, Slaughter Butcher 
Mar at 11.30 Off Kec, Figtree ln, Shettield 

Owen, Frank, Kettering, Northampton, Licensed Victuallar 
Mar 11 at 11.30 Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton 

Pearson, Cora Baumriecn, Kingston apon Hull Mar 9 at 
11 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 

Pesxuam, Groner Epwagp, West Ealing, Builders’ Merchant 
Mar 9 at 3 14, Bedford row 

Rees, Witiram, Newcastle Emlyn, Carmarthen, Hotel 
Keeper Mar 9at11 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Rotstow, Tuomas Restarickx, Stoke, Devonport, Devon, 
Surgeon Mar 10 at 12 11, St Aubyn st, Devonport 

Suarr, James, Sheffield, Tobacconist Mar 9 at lz Off 
Rec, Figtree in, sheffield 

Tuomas, Jonny Henny, Johnston, 
Traction Haulier Mar 11 at 1 
Pembroke Dock , 

Tuomsen, THomas Atsinus, Waltham Cross, Nurseryman 
Mar 10 at 12 14, Becford row ; 

Vanuey, Gxorce Heasret, Durrington, Worthing, Frait 
Grower Mar 10 at 10.30 Off Kec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, 
3righton 

Wituams, Datsy, Great St Helens, Company Promoter 
Mar 9 at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Yam, Jacon, Leeds, Fish Hawker Mar 9 at lt Off Rec, 
24, Bond st, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Avex, Rupert Sypyey, Scunthorpe, Liacs, Watchmaker 
Great Grimsby Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 ; 
BanuaM, Atyrep, Barnsley, Tailor Barnsley Pet Feb 14 
Ord Feb 14 } 
BarLow, Tuomas Henry Atiex, Morecambe, Building 

Contractor Preston Pet Feb26 Ord Feb 26 
Birmingham Pet 


Mar 10 at 10 
Mar 9 
Mar 10 at 


Mar 9 at 11 


Mar 9 at 12 


Mar 11 at 


Mar 0 


Mar 10 at3 


Mar 10 at 


Rus- 


Pembroke, Steam 
Temperance Hall, 


Brows, Groree, Tamworth, Clotheir 
Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Catiow, Herpeat James, Ashford, Kent, Clerk Canter- 
bury Pet Feb25 Ord Feb 25 : ‘ 

Campsett, Huon Fietcuer, Bedford ct mans High Court 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Cuaniton, Horace, Burghtield Hatch, Burghfield, Butcher 
Reading Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
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Coorgr, Dovatas, Norbury, Surrey, Solicitor’s Managing 
Clerk Croydon Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
Curtis, Watter Boors, Wellingborough, Plumber 
Northampton Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 
Davies, Eowarp, Merthyr Tydfil, Colliery Rider Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 
Daviss, Tuomas, Llandewy, Llandewy Velfrey, Pembroke, 
Grocer Pembroke Dock Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 
Eveancuam, Wrcuirre GALLaAnD. Ilford, Essex, Electrician 
Chelmsford Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
Gauntuiett, Harry, Liphook, Hants, Builder Portsmouth 
Pet Feb 24 Urd Feb 24 
Hagris-Bickrorp, Joun Soromoy Bicxrorp, Falmouth, 
Tailor Truro Pet Feb26 Ord Feb 26 
Hawst, Witi1am Mowtaaus, Palmers Green 
Pet Jan5 Ord Feb 25 
Henpersox, Epwarp, Linthorpe, Middlesbrough, Clerk 
Middlesbrough Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 
Herpert, Heten Mary, Sidmouth, Devon Exeter 
Jani11 Ord Feb 24 
Hes.or, Rosert Parkinson, Stockton on Tees. Cab Pro 
prietor Stockton on Tees Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 24 
Innorson, Farp, Hoyland Swaine, Yorks, Farmer Barns- 
ley Pet Feb 8 Ord Feb 24 
Jenkins, Wittiam Evatace, Roath Park, Cardiff 
Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 
Lagratt, Artuur, Leicester, 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 
Lioyp, Water Jony, Wygfair, Saint Asaph, Denbigh, 
Chauffeur Bangor Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 25 
Lower, Cuarves, Chichester, Builder Brighton Pet Feb 
24 rd Feb 24 
Metsorw, A T, Sydenham, Mineral Water Manufacturer 
Greenwich Pet Jan 14 Ord Feb 25 
Norris, Stepuen, Middlesbrough, Contractor 
brough Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 
Owen, Tomas Grirritu, Holyhead, Stonemason Bangor 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
Pearson, Cora Baumrietp, Kingston upon Hull 
ston upon Hull Pet Feb25 Ord Feb 25 
PornamM, Marcaret Herey, Wellingborough, 
Northampton Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 
Porrimatox, Taomas Rosert, Upton Cross, nr Liskeard, 
Cornwall, Licensed Victualler Plymouth Pet Feb 26 
Ord Feb 26 
Pucu, Frep, Chilvers Coton, Nuneaton Coventry Pet 
Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 
Ramspen. Henry, Bradford, Grocer Bradford Pet Feb 26 
Ord Feb 26 
Rosrers, Raven Hriv, Just in Penwith, Cornwall, Builder 
Truro Pet Feb 25 
Simons, Grorae, Bedford, Baker 
Ord Feb 25 
Sirah, Apete Frorexce Catiuart, Southsea, Hants Ports- 
mouth Pet'Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
Srantey. Artuur, and Jonn Parttersoy, Tancaster, 
Anctioneers Preston Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 
Tuomas, Joun Henry, Johnston, Pembroke, Steam Traction 
Haulier Pembroke Dock Pet Feb1l Ord Feb 26 
Waraon, Georar, West Bridgford, Notts, Cabinet Maker 
Nottingham Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 
Weetwoop, Emma Dorcas, Walsall, Toy Dealer 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
Yam. Jacon, Leeds, Fish Hawker Leeds Pet Feb24 Ord 
Feb 24 
Yeraman, James, Bridlington, Yorks, Tailor 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
Youna, Warren Arsert, Walsall, Butcher Walsall 
Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 
Amended Notices substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 11: 
Rion. Tromas, High rd, Leyton, Essex, Boot Repairer 
High Court Pet Dec15 Ord Feb 9 


High Court 


Pet 


Cardiff 


Photographer Leicester 


Middle :- 


King- 


Builder 


Bedford Pet Feb 25 


Walsall 


Scarborough 


Pet 





AW.—GREAT SAVING. — For prompt 
payment 25 per cent. will be taken off the following 
writing charges :— 


Abstracts Copied 

Briefs and Drafts 

Deeds Round Hand 

Deeds Abstracted ode 

Full Copies ove coe oe 0 

PAPER.—Foolscap, 14. per sheet; 

Parchment, 1s. 6d, to 3s. 6d. per skin. 
KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.O. 


_ folio. 
raft, 4d. ditto; 





Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


Founpep 1x true Reiex or Wituiam & Mary, 1689, 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS, TAILORS. 


To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN, 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


LBVEBB SUITS IN CLOTH & VBLVBT. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Olerks, & Ooroners. 
CORPORATION § UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 








SWANSEA CORPORATION £33°/, 
REDEEMABLE STOCK, 1930-1970. 


Interest payable Half-yearly at the Bank of England 
on the ist March and ist September. 


ISSUE of £1,011,800 £3; per 
cent. STOCK. 


Authorized by the Swansea Corporation Loans Acts, 1881 

and 1882 ; the Swansea Corpora ion Water Acts, 1892, 1902 

and 1905 ; the Swansea and District Light Railways Order, 

19v2 ; the Swansea Corporation Act, 1902; and a Consent 

Order of the Local Government Board, dated the 
8th October, 1909. 


PRICE OF ISSUE £97 10s. PER CENT. 


First Dividend, being six months’ interest, payable | 


on the ist September, 1910. 
rrustees are authorized by the Trustee Act 1893, to invest 
in this Stock, unless expressly forbidden by the instrament 
creating the Trust. 

The GOVERNOR and COMPANY of the BANK OF 
ENGLAND give notice that, by arrangements made with 
the Corporation of Swansea, and in pursuance of a 
Resolution of the Town Council, they are authorized to 
receive APPLICATIONS for £1,011,800 of SWANSEA 
CORP'RATION REDEEMABLE STOCK, 
hearing interest at £34 per cent. per annum, payable 
half-yearly at the Bank of England, 

A Sinking Fund has been established, sufficient to 
provide for redemption at par on tne 1st January, 1962, 
of the Stocks already issued. Similar provision will be 
made in the case of the Stock now issued, which, if not 
previously redeemed, will be redeemed at par on the 
ist March, 1970; but the Corporation reserve to them- 
selves the right to redeem the Stock at par on, or after, 
the lst March 1930, on six months’ notice having been 
given by public advertisement of such intended 
redemption. 

Ine proceeds of the Issue will be applied in the 
repayment of existing Loans amounting to £849,632, for 
the construction of New Waterworks, the purchase of 
properties for street improvements ; the construction of 
framways and Light Railways; the extension of the 
Electricity Undertaking; the extension of the Borough 
Sewerage system, and to other purposes: and the balance 
will be applied for miscellaneous purposes. 

The Stock is secured upon the Borough Fund, the 


Borough Rate, the District Fund, and General District | 


Rate, and on the whole of the Revenues of the Lands, 
Waterworks, Tramways, Light Railways, Electricity 
Undertaking, avd other property of the Corporation. The 
present capi‘al value of the Corporation’s landed estates 
is estimated at £879,623, and it is calculated that this 
will be increased within the next twenty-five years to 
upwards of £1,500,000, owing to the falling in of existing 
leases. The Corporation are also the owners of extensive 


Waterworks, the capital value of which, together with | 
that of other properties, acquired for the purpose of the | 


Artizans, &c., Act, 1875, is estimated to be upwards of 
£1,158,945. 

The total Debt of the Borough, after deduction of the 
Sinking Funds in hand for redemption, is £1,859,072; the 
rateable value is £487,247; and the annual receipts from 
rentals, dues, fees, &c., exclusive of the General District 
Rates, amount to £67,766 (gross). 

The Books of the Stock will be kept at the Bank of 
England, where all assiznments and 
made. Dividend warrants will be transmitted by post. 

The Stock will in due course be convertible into Stock 
Certiticates, and Stock Certificates will be re-exchangeable 
for Stock, on payment of the usual fees. 

All Transfers and Stock Certificates will be free of 
Stamp Duty. 

Applications, which must be accompanied by a 
deposit of £5 per cent., will be received at the Cnief 
Cashier’s Offiee, Bank of England, Threadneedle 
Street, London, E.C. In case of partial allotment the 
balance of the amount paid as deposit will be applied 
towards the payment of the first instalment. Should 
there be a surplus after making that payment, such 
surplus will be refunded by cheque. 

Applications must be for multiples of £100. No allot- 
ment will be made of a less amount than £100 Stock. 

The dates at which the further payments will be required 
are as follows :— 

On Friday, the 18th March, 1910, £22 10s. per cent. ; 

On Monday, the 11th April, 1910, £25 per cent. ; 

On Wednesday, the 4th May, 1910, £25 per cent. ; 

On Friday, the 27th May, 1910, £20 per cent. ; 
but the instalments may be paid in full, on or after the 
18th March, under discount at the rate of £8 per cent. 
perannum. In case of default in the payment of any 
instalment at its proper date, the deposit and instalments 
previously paid will be liable to forfeiture. 

Scrip Certificates to Bearer will be issued in exchange 
for the provisioual receipts. 

As soon as these Scrip Certificates have been paid in full 
they can be in:cribed (t.¢., converted into Stock); or they 
can be exchanged for Stock Certificates to Bearer in 
denominations of £100, £500 and £1,000, as soon as these 
can be prepared, without pa ment of any fee, provided 
such exchange is effected not later than the 2nd 
August, 1910. 

Applications must be on'printed forms, which can be 
obtained at the Chief Cashier's Office, Bank of England ; 
at any of the Branches of the Bank of England ; of Mesars. 
Mulle.is, Marshall & Co., 13, George Str.et, Mansion 
House, London, E.C.; or of the Borough Accountant, 
Guildhal), Swansea, 

The List of Applications will be closed on, or before. 
Monday, the 7th March, 1910. 

BANK OF ENGLAND, LONDON, 2nd March, 1910. 
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PRUDENTIAL ASSURANCE COMPANY, 


LIMITED. 
Chief Office—Hotzorn Bars, Lonpon, 


Invested Funds exceed £74,000,000, 





Summary of the Report presented at the Sixty. 
first Annual Meeting, held on 3rd March, 1910, 





ORDINARY BRANGH.—The number of 
| policies issued during the year was 76,087, 
assuring the sum of £7,044,603, and pro- 
| ducing a new annual premium income of 
£415,015. The premiums received during the 
year were £4,710,107, being an increase of 
£93,770 over the year 1908. The claims of 
the year amounted to £3,018,981. The 
number of deaths was 8,375, and 17,629 
endowment assurances matured. 


The number of policies in force at the end of 
the year was 882,804. 

INDUSTRIAL BRANCH.—The premiums 
received during the year were £7,171,770, 
being an increase of £246,015. The claims 
of the year amounted to 2,877,978, including 
£176,401 bonus additions. The number of 
claims and surrenders, including 4,545 endow- 
| ment assurances matured, was 382,233. The 

number of free policies granted during the year 
| to those policyholders of five years’ standing 
and upwards, who desired to discontinue their 
payments, was 151,865, the number in force 
being 1,506,408. The number of free policies 
which became claims during the year was 
41,386. 

The total number of policies in force at the 
end of the year was 18,375,229; their average 
duration exceeds eleven and a half years. 


The assets of the Company, in_ both 
branches, as shown in the balance sheet, after 
deducting the amount written off securities 
are £74,201,701, being an _ increase of 
£2,242,842 over those of 1908. 

The Directors are pleased to announce an 
increase in the rate of bonus of both Branches 
of the Company as follows : — 


In the Ordinary Branch a reversionary bonue 
| at the rate of £1 14s, per cent. on the original 
| sums assured has been added to all classes of 
| participating policies issued since the year 1876. 
| This is an increase of two shillings per cent. 


over the rate declared for the past three years. 
| In the Industrial Branch, all policies of over 
five years’ duration which become claims either 
by death or maturity of endowment from the 
4th of March, 1910, to the 2nd of March, 1911, 
both dates inclusive, will ee This 
bonus will be paid by way of addition to the 
sums assured of :— 
£5 per cent. on all policies becoming 
claims upon which at least five but 
less than ten years’ premiums have 
been paid, 
£10 per cent. on all policies becoming 
claims upon which at least ten but 
less than fifteen years’ premiums 
have been paid, and 
per cent. on all policies becoming 
claims upon which at least fifteen 
years’ premiums have been paid. 
Messrs. Deloitte, Plender, Griffiths & Co. 
have examined the securities, and their 
certificate is appended to the balance sheets. 
H. A. HARBEN, Chairman. 
THUS. C. DEWEY,) ,. 
— , Directors. 
W. E. HORNE, } 
- ha STABLE, \ Joint Si cretaries. 
J. SMART, J 
| FREDK. SCHOOLING, } 
A. C. THOMPSON, J 
The full Report and Balance Sheet can be 


obtained upon application. 


£15 





Joint Managers. 
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